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frame of me the following Charatter. 


The Preface. 


Fer eighteen Months ſilence, 
Dr, Stillingfleet was pleaſed 


a hee and 4 penned by me 
with this T tle, £2 Selling a- 
]ainſt Dr. Stillingfleet : wherein I 
laid open the pa ipable Contradictions 
committed by him, in charging the 
Roman Church with Idolatry, dav- 
ger of Salvation in her Communion, ; 
Fanaticiſme, and Diviſions in mat- .  . 
ters of Faith , endeavouring by this. & -- 
way to compel him tobe his own. Ex-5, .. 5, | 
ecutioner, ad to: make havock of pag. 14, - 1 
his Arguments with his own Wen” OY 
pon. 4 
Hence the Dy, took a fancy to 


Forthwith there ſtarts up a young, 


Sophiſter among them [Corbelettdpe, 3 _ ans, | 3 


The Preface. 

aha them. be. of good. heart; 

for by letting fly at him fame Squibs 
and Crackers, he did not queſtion, 
but he ſhould put this Monſter ['Dr. 
$2.) into; ſuch a, rage, as to make 
him fall upon bimſett: which defign 


being hight approved, in a ſhort 
time came forth thar dapper piece, 


St ingflect.. It was a notable plot, 
and cunningly. managed , - as' the 
Reader may ice (ad clearly too ) 
by the following Anſwer to/it,}. 

In.one place he. terms all bis Ad- 


ae” * ſels,. thrown -out for him to play 

wah, In another place he calls my 
& ©  Anfrer , and. the Anſwer uf | that 
| en. P. I t. Lear ed. Author 'N. O. two elabo- 
| rate Pamphlets ; charging me in al- 
molt ewery leaf with Difingenuity, 
OX - Sophiſtry, ox byth, Sometimes ha 
fancies on to-be-bpe of the Rotnan- 
pag: att "rick. Knights, which do A 
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Dr, Stilling fleet againſt Dr. 


werſaries Books fo'many empty vel-. 
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-where, but 1n paper, and their own 
imagination. ' At another time he 
Parallels me with a Juggler. Now 


£ 


he flies me 4 halk-witted man, and 


a.man without Senſe: chew a Popilh P25* 59, 
Leviathan, zxd the# a Puſionelle, 


affirming , that any niay, who'Y 


enwunter , muſt be 4cconnted a. 
ant. Pag 4. he'ſ4it's, that his Adver- 


ſaries have beaten nothing bur the 


Air, and themſelves, p. 2,- that they 
have not ſaid! one wile word, na 
juft. Vindication of their Church 
from Fanaticiſme'; axd p. 5 1;'that 
they plunge thoſe, who relie y 

their word, into the depths of A- 
theilme.p. 59. he compares the Ro- 
man Chnrch with the Augean Sta: 
ble. _ he avers, that what I ſay 
75 a baſe ſuggeſtion, 2nd aſlyinfinus 
ation. p. $. abſurd; fily;"and'4dfe 


Ruff. p. 39. vain, rr jr rr 


talks. p. 64. that 1 deſign, wothing. 
but Sophiſtry, «24 trifling :-a3# B2 
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p Page 68. 
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-4.3- that I ſought for nothing/bur 
-words, to raiſe Cavils upon. 1 


- fine, be cloſes up his Anſwer to me tn 


Don -Quixots: ſile , Go thy way 
then for the Eighth: Ghampion-:of 
Chriſtendome: enjoy the benefit of 


thy Hluſtrious Fame : Sit dowr'at 


eaſe, and relate; to thy immortal 
honour, thy mighty exploits : only 
when thou haſt done, remember, 
thou haft encountred nothing, but 
the Wind-mills of thy.own-1magi- 


Nation; and theman, whony thou 


thoughteſt to have executed by his 
own hands, ſtands by, and laughs 
at thy ridiculous attempts. Nor- 
withſlanding this, and much more 
railing, and [coffing language, where+ 
with he lards all his works, the good 


2143, dut of his exceeding great hu: 


mility, does plainly confeſs, in his an- 
ſwer to My, Crelly's Epiſtle Apolo: 
getical, in the Preface to the Bene: 


dictines, That he is yet to nn os 


.- 
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Art, and Terms of Railing. whar? 
get tolearn the art and terms too," of 
Railing? well then, we may conclude, 
that he will never learn this art x 

r 7 am confident, there cannot be 
found in the world a man, wha is able 
to teach him, A Juggkr, a man 
without ſenſe, an empty veſſel, a 
Leviathan, a Puſionello, baſe ſugge- 
ſtions,{ly infinuations, abſurd, filly, 
and idle ſtuff, vain and ſophiſtical 
talk, and ſuch like, are.( it ſeems) in 
this Drs. Dialef, terms only of pure 
civility. Tis in vain toexamin, what 
Reaſon Dr. St. had to faſten upox my 
Companions, aud my ſelf, ſuch (curri- 
logs expreſſtons. For we mult xot ex- 
pet? from bim any Reaſon, or Proof, 

or what he ſajes. 

By theſe, and ſuch like Romantick 
Phraſes , which are the chief Or- 
nament , that ſets off his works, 
we may eaſily gueſs, in what books 
this Dr, of Devinity has ſpent-his 
EPRTee, 01000 HET ©: 27" 
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| ThaPrckuce, 
Time and that: he is wellwerſt in 
DonQuixot, the Seven Champions, 
and ether Romantick'$torirs.. Swre 
heerredin bis Focetion, hed ſz quit 
Fedall ſerions.matters, and dare 
himjelf we/olly. to Drollery, and. Ro- 
ances, N 7 gap br three JEAPS 1473- 
Pu Hudibras, he. would have ken u 
HMafſter: int that Faculty : the:Stage 
might have been 4gainer byit;\ and 
the Charch of England. mand cheve 
heen no loſet.. > - >. 
But: who,would wewld imapinthat i incke 
x57 [ame book; 4nd within ſome few 
leaves, where he Charadterizes his 
Liver ſaries in ſuch reproachful lax- 
guage, he ſhoula have the confiaence 
toaffirm, T have learn'd of him, who 
when he was reviled, reviled mot a- 
gain, not only to forbear reproach- 
ing them f bis Adverſaries] inthe 
fame manner, (s it, becauſe. he.ye- 
proaches them 11.4 pA hngher 1» Min 
zer?) but to return them for 
evil, and to pray for them: 5 2 
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ey calummate me; what language 
anphannry or if vhe-forementionex 
expreſſions be not 2-Tf* ſuch be Dr St's 


* Prayers, who will be' ſo mud, us tode- 


re the.Dr. to pray for him? or what 
Cortradittion can there be yore pat- 
pable , than#0 revile us in ſmh '« 
manner. aud then ro -relt us, that he 
does not revile ns, but'only pray" for 
us? Suppoſe, that onef us hot a vews- 
per #5 Dy.St.' ſhould call him 2 Tri- 
fling Sophifter, anempty Velſlel; 's 
Juggler ; '2-man without ſenſe; a 
halt-witted man , "a+ Romantick 
Knight, aSocinian Leviathan, aPb- 
lionello, the 8thChampion of Chri- 
ſtendom, and a leader-into Athe- 
iſme; ( for ſuch fine Epithets as theſe 
he is 4 ro beſtow, either upon all 
Catholicks in general, vr pon ſome 
in particalar:) ſhould one (7 ſay) dry 
ſuth a" Charatter of Dr. St. and 
then tell him, Sir *affer all this, 
<7 have "no intemwww to. redite 


'£:90u: God forbid 7 ſtould, 7 do 


*omly 
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perſon, who ſhould -[o paipabh, 
- pep, xr? « od W 
Bat alas !. poor Dr. 1 pity him z he is 
ſo poſſeſt with the Spirit "of Self-com- 
tradition, that he cap ſcarce write 
ſome few leaves without falling i into 
one of bus Fits: andeven in thu book, 
where he hed made it his buſineſs to 
Clear himſelf from ſo foul an imputa- 
tion, he coulda not forbear to afford us 
Freſh proofs, and 7" thereof. 
Neither am 1 ignorant, at what 
Dr St. aims with this manner of deal- 
#ng. He would fain have me conteſt 
with him,either at Drolling, or Rail- 
ing; 4nd thew he would be ſure to 
have the better of me , and between 
Railing and Drolling we ſhould both 
make a fine buſineſs of Religion; but 
1 am far from any ſuch intent 1 


know him too. well. He is as pitiful at. 


Argeings P7 excellent at Oral "4 


iy prey for you. what” opinion 
4ay-raHional men conceive of 
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and 1a reſolved to attack hinton 
the weakeſt fide, let hits complate 
never ſo much, OO 
Nor could the Dr, have given the 
world 4 more pregnant Teſtimony, 
that his Adverſaries have pinched, 
and galled' him, than by uſing ſuch 
unhanaſome , and paſſionate expreſſt- 
ons againſt them, Foy, all wiſe men 
do clearly underſtand, that whoever, 
#2 ſerious debates, ( ſuch 45 thoſe of 
Religion are, with' all perſons, who 
have any ſenſe of Religion in them) 
when he « cloſely pre(sd, in lien of 
Anſwering, falls a Railim7,or a Drol- 
ling, he yields bimſelf for defeated: 
not to ſrem ſo to i2norant people , 
(who think, that fo long as # party ; 
ſpeats, he anſwers) he ' will neeas 
ſay ſomething, though it be nothing 
to the war The beſt way to'deal 


# 


with ſuch Adver(aries »& topreſs the 
Arguments which nettled them. The 
Spur, which touching only doe's make 
AN out 


ene kith, and mince';, if often apply. 
ed, may tame and calm hin. 

And though oxe ſhould be permit- 
ted, wow 4nd then, to ſhrixtle even 
ſerious Diſcourſes, with ſome ſort of 
Railery ;, yes what prudence could it 
be iz Dr St, when be had nole(ſs than 
Nine ſeveral Treatiſes t9 anſwer, 
(beſrdes others publiſbed before) iſ[ned 

orth againſt his Diſcourſe concern- 
3x27 the 1dolatry. of ;the Roman 
Church, or ſome part thereof, and 
ſuch as even Proteſtauds were of opi- 
i108, he would have enouph to do to 
anſwer them : what pr ace could 
if be (1 ſay) for him, ws this Conjan- 
ares tomif-[pend ſo. mach time in | 
framing Romantick Characters of bis | 
 Aaver ſaries? Sure, had be been per. 
ſwaded, that he could ſolidly an{wer 
them, he would preſenth have cloſed 
with them, and diſpatch's them, au 
uot have\flod off ſo we in Buſſoonee 
!y. And. the fe he has — 


_ i 6. a. + = a. > a. un 
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Al... Pros: 
this manner of anſwirihg' ſeemsto 
be, that bawing quite ſpent himſelf 
in theſe Droling, and Railing Fits, 
he has beep _ to be beholdjng to 
& Perſon of. Honour, ( tbawgh HBAC 
iuted with Polemical.Canteſts, as 
T ook [wfſicjentiy proclaims tt.) > 
anſwering bis grave. Advees 
J C. 424 0 Dr: Whutby.,; ( 
_ Ne nm ong nr Ji AA ny 
us vents Reafc (0) P? 
Children do - Worms; 5 EIS jw. _— 
tails together?) for exconntring 0: Whitby, 
ver the, Knight \hiiwfelf : For (dhe 
fates his wake Aatepinif; F\ Gd ef. pag. 
| And. berg: Feaunor: but\wondeyd 


en odigie ofis 
Ingenuity, akd Learning” hel 
xe Conrage engunh tn Combate the 
Knight, even when bis :own patty 


wes in fo. great expettationmef” the 
EMgAgeNCant © ? Muſt he br forted ts. 
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tate Whitby iz: his place? But 
20 wb ſhifts EL theſe: one-well be pet; 
, when he hath ſerious buſineſs in 

hand, trifles out his time in fopperies. 
Yea, probably ſpeaking, he will hire 
ſome. ſuch man (and there are many 
 (uch mens) a5 Dr. Whitby, to En- 
counter the Squire. #00 , for ſo he 
terms. that Ingenions Writer, J.S. 

ond tht reſt of his Learntd Adver (a- 

bs *''" ries, who"remain waanſwered, Yet 
"it io great pity; he fbduld:not anſwer 
1,11 them all himſelf. For tf any of their 
Baok's have not hitherto-arrived to . 
#4" \phe efteem they deſerve, let the Dr. 
"* anſwer them in particular, andthey 
will wot fail to gain the Repute duc 

@..: 1 #gfto" hem, (For my own: part 7 cay 
acts _ him, that not only 1 my ſelf, 
bat ſewerghothers too, have a yreatey 
eftcem. for my little Book, fince the 

Dr. was pleaſed Fo anſueey it, than 

b: we had: before: and I am ſo fat 
jp —— fhow fearing his Replies, that 7 _ 


Frgarte rey. : 
> | tily defire he world Anſwer what-" 
_— I ſhall Joel rela- 
; ting to Controverſie. | 
TE The. ſubſtance of the Reply was 
>» | finiſhed ſome few months after Dy. 
St, Examination of my Book came” 
forth : the reaſon why it was mot 
plihed ſooner, is, becanſe 1 expe- 
ded the Dr. ſhould afford a partica- 
lar anſwer to ſeveral Treatiſes, iſ- 
ſued forth againſt his diſcourſe of the 
Roman Idolatry (the book 7 atra- 
qued) which remained yet unan([wer- 
ed, to the end that having ſeen 
whahbe could anſwer ta the whole 
chare® layed to him in this debate, 
I might the better order my Reph. 
But ſince the Dr.in (o long a time 
has mot yet been pleaſed to [atisfie [o 
| Joſt an expettation, for Fane good 
reaſons he knows , I reſotved with- 
ont any farther delay, to ſet forth 
this Rejoynder eſpecially being preſt 
thereunto by the invitation + ſeve- 


14 
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ral perſons of . Lear ning, both Dioces 
#n 4nd Catholick, who ore web Wa- 
ded, that the Dr. "on Examina- 
tion. of 2y Bok, has ey bty{(el 
thus * og will manifeſtly 3 new 
by. the feloring. T, reatiſe, | 


"The Comets. 


"Hap, I. on ſuppoſv tion Dr. St. Contra- 
ditts himſelf i in the way I inſiſt apon; all 
the charges be caſts upon the Roman Charch, 
ave falſe, and all their proofs void. 

Chap. 11.” Several objetions againſt the 
forementioned way of anſwering rhe Dr. = 
ved inſignificant. 

Chap. lll. Other Objettions anſwered. 

Chap:I'V. The Evaſions of the Dr. to clear 
himſelf from S elf- contraditton, tn charging 
the Roman Church with Idolatry, examined. 

Chap. V. .7he Dr. palpably | Conraiitts 
himſelf, by affirming the Romaii'Church to be 
Idolatrous, and yet granting her to be a Tree 
Church. 

Chap.. V.I. Another proof of the y IR 11+ 
rent drawn from the nature of the Tdolatry, the 
Dr. fathers »pon the Roman Church. 

Chap, VII: The invalidity of the Drs. an- 


ſwers to our Prepoſiti particular. 
Chap: V Hz? hs quibbles againſt the 


aforeſaid Doltrine removed. 


Chap. IX. The Drs. anſwer to my Appen- 
dix proved frivolous. 
"JAIT9 « 


Chap. X. 


: uth, r, #Riuer[ al true. 


The Contents. | 

Chip. X. Concerning the other Contra- 
ditions committed by the OM Charges 
be laies —_ the RothanC 
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590ſo br, ſaths l-p20y L 13.c Fx 
cons 123.l.1 illa vitbay beater Zin 
# God, rot d thew "fot ep. 1241.8, this pars WAS, 
Ehio was pare.p.1 37, ,r thes.p.132.1,27.does 
uot 0223, r, does 145.1 25. Oy r. bis os. 
Pat 61.1,27. ould wee be, r, wanld be 851,24, an- 

| ; wn anſqer.p, 1861.22, pri rey Ido- 
later.p.1$8,1.8.any, r, 4s avy p. 194; 19. univerſal 
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CHAP. 1. 


Oz ſuppoſition Dr, St; contradits 
himſelf in the way 1 in(ift up- 


on all the Charges he caſts up- 
on the Roman Church are falſe, 
and all their proefs void. 
TE RE. Fter Dri St. had pre 
\ K: fixed two Prefaces 
d VR to his Book, tlic 'one 
& of $2 pages; the '0, 
NY! ther of 12/: tie | 
248 upon the examinati> 
which with Introduction, Anſwer, and 
Appendix, contains only ' 21 pages, 
though in a cloſer letter. He devgne 
to prove-two things againſt me. r.That 
on ſuppoſition he did contradict him- 
ſelf: in the way I inſiſt upon, yer that 
would. be no ſufficient: Anſwer to his 
Book, ; Page 14 .2. That he is far *e- 
nough from contradicting himſelf in 
| A any 


fy ” % 3 
-/ > 


| (2) 

any one of the things I charge him 
Sn PPE OFES. 
.” -In reply to theſe two Points, 1-ſhal! 
thew, x. What follows if the Dr. 
contradicts himſelf : and hence will 
appear, whether on ſuppoſition he con- 
'traicts. himſef/-in* the way Iinfift up- 
on, I anſwer his Book, or not. 2, That 
"he palpably contradicts himſelf in the 
forementioned Charges, he ſays upon 
the: Roman Church. And that the 'Dr. 
may (ce Ihavea mind to- deal fairly 
with him, Iam very willing to be tri- 
ed. by wg; Learned men. of our Two 
Famous Bniytrfities (where there are 
many: -as'-jngenious as Dr. $s. and 
. far more. ingenuous,) not only whether 
I have not proved that the Dr. .con- 
tradicts himſelf ;: but alſo whether, this 
being once-proved:.in the way I inſiſt 
HP9n, I danat invalidate and annul alt 
he above-mentioned Charges he lays 
Ippioſt the R8man Church,with all the 

cafons, and Proofs he produces, | or 


can,produce to make them good. | 

. ..Lo.., commence "therefore the: firſt 
Point of this Reply, Tf have proved 
that. Dr. Se, has contradicted himſelf in 


| the 


ht PER I EY IIb genes: 17 ws S338 os ”* Wf22lrt FM j - 


K__ AA a  o94 c4_ a FN wn * 


T 
or 
Wy. 
% 
Sn 
[OP 
© of 
N19 
a 
Is 
% Ly 
£-% 
4 
7 
| 
£4 
V 
*# 
| 4 
F 
#5 


BN ot” EY. OO On) 


y 
[$ 
by. 
7 
4 
: 
= 
bo 
A 


(ak 

the: aforeſaid Crimes he jimputes to the. 
Roman. Chyrch (whigh is the ſuppo.., 
ſitjenwherejn he, and we ſpeak in this, 
firſt part) it manifeſtly follows, ' that] 
have obtained the deſige of my Book, . 
couched-in the Title thereof, viz Dr, ' 
Stilling fleet, againſt Dr. Stillingfleet « , 
and if { moreoyer ſhew , that he fill - 
contradias hinfſelf, I compleat allo the. 
Subject and Title of this Rejoynder, 
Dr. Stilliog fleet ſtill againſt Dr. Stilling- 
fleet, For nothing elſe is aimed at in. 
theſe Titles, but enly to evince, that 
the Dr. did contradict, and Mriiſts to 
contradict himſelf, This is apparent 
from what I inſinuated at the begin- 
ning of my Book, in theſe words, page. 
I. My aim therefore in this ſhort Paper,, 
ouly 15, to lay open the palpable contradjtte, 
ons of Dr. St. in imputing to the Roman. 
Church the . for ementioned Calummes. 
And what-morze can be expected fromn 
a Writer,than to fill up the Subjeand, 
Deſigng of his Diſcourſe 2. Eſpecially, 
if the Deſigne be of great Conſequence, 
as this is, according to what now fol-: 

| RD x 
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ved,as Dr.Se.himlſelf grants,p.15.over- 
throws the authority of the Perſon, 
who: ſtands convicted thereof, Now' 
\-T conceive, that a ſheet and half of Pa- 
per was not ill-imployed in overthrow- 


ing (had it no other effec) the autho- 


rity of one, who pretends to be a Pil- 
lar of th: Proteſtant Church, and who 
gains more upon his Devotecs by au- 
thority than by reaſon. So that, even 
according to Dr. Sz's confeſſion, ſelf- 
contradiction being once evidenced a- 


gzinſt him; we ought not to believe. 


him in any thing he ſays, or alledges 
unleſs he recalls himſelf. For, to be- 
lieve one is to take a thing upon his au- 
thority : and ſure no body ought to 
take any thing upon the authority and 
credit of one, Who has loſt all authori- 

and creat. | ' 


Beſides, whoever forces his Adver- 


ſary to grant manifeſt Contradictions, 
or ſhews that he grants them, accord- 
- img to the rigour of Logique, and cloſe: 
argving, he-puts him in a ſack, ie 
brings him'to a Non-placs, and in plain 
vulgar Eagliſh, he makes an Aſs vf: 


him, or ſhews him to be ſo, unleſs be 
Vs reEcants. 
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recants. And can more than this be re; 
quired of one to confute and confound 
his Adverſary ? or can one' preſs him) 
further than to a Non. plus? 02 

Finally, Whoever 'grants and per- 
ſiſts to grant palpable Contradictions, 
he may juſtly- be poſted up for a Miad- 
man. Should one (for inſtance ) in-' 
fected with the Plague ſay, ard re- 
peat that heis in very good health, but' 
withal, that he is deadly fick of the 
Plague; could there be a clearer Sym- 
ptome, that ſuch a man's brains' were 
diſtemper'd,than tohear him harp upon' 
ſo palpable a contradiftion? And there” 
its no wiſe man who will have to Yo! 
with Mad-men, no, not in their Lucid' 
Intervals, as Dr. St. in his Pref. p.'1'T: 
gravely obſerves.For though Mad: «men 
& Fools may ſometimes ſay ſhrew'd* 
things, yet no body whois perſwaded” 
they are ſuch, can in prudence thitil” 
himſelf bound to confute them, bur 
rather to pity them-z nor to ſolve their” 
ObjeCtions, but to flight them : though. 
it:does not follow, becauſe they are ſo, 
that all: their Arguments are falſe, 
and - their ' Obje&tions null. © This” 
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I. have ſaid, becauſe 1 perceive - there 
are ſeveral, who are not ſenſible what 
groſs abſurdities do follow from ſelf- 
contradiction. | 

Nevertheleſs the Dr.ftill urges, That 
all this is no ſufficient anſwer to his Book, 
For though he confeſſes, that ſelf-con- 
tradiction , being once evidenced a- 
gainft him, all his authority: and credit 
is worth-nothing, and conſequently he 
is not to be believed or credited in any 
thing he quotes or alledges, -and all his 
Arguments, which depend upon: the 
truth of his Quotations, are not; to be, 
valued; nay, neither is one. bound to 
make enquiry, whether his-Quotati- 
ons be true ornot,; For who.is bound 
to,make inquiry. into the truth of whae 
aMad-man, or one that hath forfeited 
all his credit does ſay or ledge). Yet 
after all this he affirms, and yepours-in 
almoſt every leaf of this firſt-part, that 
his Arguments, eſpecially ſuch. as;do 
nat, depend ppen-the truth of his Alle- 


gations (and how: few has hegf ſuch; 


ArgumentsP ) remain firm, ſolid,atd: 
uhanſwered ? Now to diſabuſe the IJv- 
Qax and his Partizans in this: HO 4 
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I ſhall demonſtrate that in. the prefent 
Suppolition , viz. That be contradilts 
himſelf inthe way 1 in/ift upon, by laying 
to our Charge the above mentioned crimes;: 
not only all the aforeſaid Aſperſions, 
but alſo all the Arguments which he 
produces, or can produce either from 
Authority or Reaſon, in proof of them, 
are void and of no force. And to this 
purpoſe 1;ſfet down theſe following 
Principles ; which, though appertain- 
ing only to Logique, this Dr, of Divi- 
nity ſeems to be ignorant of.. 

I. When two Propoſitions contrads&# 
one another, both cannot be true ; but either 
the one or the other muſt needs be falſe. 
This is a manifeſt Principle of Natural 
Logique; wherefore if theſe two:Pro: 
politions, The Roman Church. i a trat 
Church ; the Roman Church « an Idold- 
tres Church,do contradict one another 
(as now we ſuppoſe they do . it evi- 
dently follows, that both of them are 
not true ; but that either the one or the 
other is falſe. The ſame may be ap, 
.Þlied to the. other Contradictions, 
Wherewith I charge the Doctor in the 


1 "progreſs of my diſcourſe. 
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2... When of two Propaſitions hee c01- . 
tradifione another, the one is true and | 


_ '#aken for gramed,; the other us neceſſarily 
Falſe. . This is alſo certain ; otherwiſe 
:both of them would be true ; - which 
_ 4simpeffible according to the firſt Prin- 
<ciple. If therefore the firſt of the-two 
Propoſitions quored above, 'viz.. The 
Roman Church ts atrue Church, be true, 
and' taken for granted, it manifeſtly 
follows, that the fecond Propoſition, 
viz. The Roman Church i an Idolatrous 
Church, is falſe ; ſuppoſing as we do 
ſuppoſe, that they contradict one ano- 
ther. The like alſo may . be affirmed 
of the' other contradictory Propoiti- 
ons; which we have'laid to the Do- 
- Qors charge. 

Now the way I inſiſted vpoy all a- 
long in my diſcourſe is comprehended 
in thefe 4, Points ſet down in the begin- 
ning thereof, in theſe words. 1.7 ſhalt 11; 


. brief) ropoſe the Accuſation he frames a- © 
$ainft dr Church. 2.1 ſhall lay down ſome | 
Jew Principles,cither manifeſt in themſelves ; 
pike Jekfowned by Dy. St.and bis Parts- | 

2. From theſe Principles I fhall : 
_ or two Syllogiſms deduce the con» | 
(ra- | 
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Dr. St. and his Aﬀlociates, all the Ac- 


cufations he laid againit ys. . For, what 


. more can be required to annyl them, 


than to prove their condictories tobe 


true ? And hence appears how friva-: 


louſly the Dr,ſuppoſes(as in many pla. 


ces he. ſeems tq do) that I have:done! 
nothing elſe in my whole Rook, but ons: - 


ly ſet down the Contradictions come 
mitted by him : whereas of four Points, 


whereinto 1 divided: each diſcourſe: 
one only is employ'd upon this.Subject.; 
According. to thts my. deligne,; infte: 
nuated. .in. the forementioned” words:z: 
ia each Point I took, two, Propofitions.y 


the one contained.the Charge laid-yp 


(9) 
tradsRory of the Accun(atien framed 4-: 
gainſk us. 4. T ſhall loſs npyacb Poing 


. 


(x0) 
covet to be oppoſite” to the former, 


this firſt pareJ*Was granted by him, as 


in the: reſpective *Þ faves I demonſtra- 
ted,” Neither do Los that the Dr. as 


yet has denied: Any; of ſuch Propoſiti- 
ons,' 8s far as they concern my intent : 
we ſuppole now by common con- 
ſent, that he'grants al” ſuch Propoſiti- 
bv; 'for how” att he contradit- bim- 
fel it two Propoſitions (whicty is the 
Hypothefis we-proceed upon! at pre- 
ſent ) unleſs - he' grants them 'both? 
Hence | inferred that' the charges” he 
laid againſt us wero falſe, and of "io 
force, | 
- The Subſtante of our Diſcourſe in 
brief is this, 'Tf the Propoſitions al- 
ledged by us above, do contradict one 
another ; and ſuch '6f them-'be true, 
andtaken for granted, as are oppoſite 
ts: the- Chatges laid againſt vs, ſuch 
Charges welt neceFaily be falſe. Bur 
the": fore-mentioned Propoſitions 'do 
' contradict one another; as we have pr6- 
—_— Dr. now admaits a and ſuch 
of" them as are oppoſite tot Charges 
IhiagainR vs Ne true, and taken for 
gran» 


”— is adhtittedas fuch by Dr.-Se. in 
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granted z; {for this is the-way: I infifts 
ed upon, 2nd it is ſuppoſed here, that 
the Dt: grants:them.)) Therefore ot 
Suppolitiot)) that Dr. Se, - contradicts 
himſelf in the way I inſiſted: upon, the 
Charges he lays 2gaiaſt us: muſt neceſ- 
ſarily be falſe. And this is the common 
way Authors infift upon when:they'ſee, 
that their Adverſary grants ſomething 
true in it ſelf; and oppoſite. to: the 
Concluſion he has undertakcn-to: de- 
fend; they take for granted the for- 
mer Propoſition as fayourable unts 
them, and wherein they agree with 
their Adverſary,.and infer thence the 
falſity of the later, wherein they gif- 
ſent from hifmi But to ſhew [alſo thar 
I deſtroy all the DoCtors Reaſons too, 
wherewith - he pretends to make good 
the aforeſaid Charges, :I udd this third 
Principle» | 
. 3. Whatever w brewght, or can be 
brought' in proof of a Falſity j is either 
falſe, or vnconctuſive. This is alſo evi- 
dent. For there can. be notrue,' real, 
and folid proef-of a falbty 3 ectording: 
to that Maxime, Zx vero. rantion now 
ſequirar[falſam, Out of. Truck alone: 


ne 
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| no falſity can' be -legally inferred; For 


if the Cachafion befalfs cither all the 
Premiſſes are not. true; orif: they -be 


 , they do not infer the Concluſion e. 


whence Fargue thus : - - 
If -the formentiotied Charges which 


- the Doctor -imputes' to the Roman 


Church be falſe, whatſoever he brings, 
or can bring. in 'proof of them, is. ci- 
ther falſe; or inconclufive, 

But on ſuppoſition the” Dr. contra- 
difts himſelf in' the way 1inſift upon, 
all ſuch' Charges are falſe, as has been 
proved. 

Therefore in the ſame ſu ofition, 
whatſoever he brings, or: can bring in 
proof of them, is either falſe Or INCON= 
clulive. SESBZ1 21 

 Whence appears how illogically Dr. 


- St, urges, that though he ſhould 'con- 


tradict himſelf in the Aſperſions he caſts 
upon us, and in the way-binſiſt upon, 
yet: the. Reaſons he-produces to evi- 
dence ſuch Afperſions are good and. ſo- 
lid. . Wherefore I never affirmed, . that. 
meerly becauſe he contradicted: bim- 
ſelf, . all his Arguments on both'ſides of 
the "contradiction were. null. :For.one 
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part of the contradiction may be true, 
and the Arguments to prove it good 
and ſolid.” True it is, that, when one 
contradis himſelf, his proofs on both 


| fides cannotbe good ; ſince one part of 


the contradiction muſt needs be falſe; 
and there'can be no good proof of a fal- 
ſity. What therefore I intended to 
ſhew, was,” That the Dr. by conrradi- 
Ging common Principles owned by 
himſelf in the Charges he lays up- 
on us | fee the Introduction to m 
Book } ſuch Charges were falſe, an 
conſequently their proofs void. | 
Netther dol ever aver, 'that what he. 
alledges in proof of the aforeſaid Char» 
zes, isdeterminately falſe, but disjun- 
Ctively , | that it is cither' falſe or incon- 
clufive. And now let any rational mani 
judge,. whether this be not a ſufficient 
anſwer to his Book, vzz. not only to 
annul all the Charges he lays upon us; 
but all the Reaſons too, and Arguments 
wherewith he pretends''to make fuck 
Charges good, by demonſtrating that 
on ſuppoſition lie contradiQts himſelf in 
the way 1 inſiſt upon , all the above- 
mentioned Charges are void, and cheir 
| Reaſons 


BT. 
Reaſons cither falſe, or inconcluſive... 
' But the DoCtor preſſes that]. do not | 
anſwer his Reaſons in partieulay ; what, | 
then ? if I cur them off all at once, 
what matter. is it. that I do nat cur 
them off ,one by one ? To deftray a 
hovſe, "tis of little concern whether we 
ull it down, Tie by Tile, Brick by 
Brick, and Stonepy Stone, till we have 
lad ir i he duſt, or wherher undermi. 
mng the Foyndations, we blaw it vp. in 
moment. Both'ways are effectual tg 
Etro a houſe ; the difference is, that 
the firlt is.tedjous, the ſecond is quick 
and aRtive, | And asit would be.yery 
ridiculous for one, to ſay, when his 
houſe was blowa up, and ſhivered into 
pieces, that notwithſtanding it was not 
Uficicntly Fefioyed » becauſe '( far- 
ſooth) it was pot pulled down. metha. 
dically ſtone aiter Rtone;- and brick after 
brick; ſoit is extreme abſyxd:for Dr. 
Fe, to vapour, tha though all the accu- 
ſations he frames. againlt us are proved 
null, and all the Arguments. he brings 
to make them ont, are ſhewn to. be 
falſe, yet his Book, is not ſufficiently 
anſwered, becauſe all his Arguments 
Hee are 
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are not ſolved one LE 9; nor wogerk 
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+ AI Foy Arguments — to.be 
drawn from ſeveral Tqpicks, whereof 
the Dr. makes uſe, without examining 
each Argument in particular, For cer» 
rainly the Dr, will not oblige all Chri- 
ſtians, if they deſire to remain. ſatisfied 
concerning the .truth and.,purity of 
Chriſtian Religion, to, examjoe in par- 
ticular whatever Lucian, Porgbyrius,and 
others' of their Gang , have objected 
againſt it ; though they, pretended; alſo 
to draw their Argments fromahe ſame, 
s the like Topicks, andihad;as good 
n Opinion, and with; as much Rea+ 
fon too, of what they.objected, againlk 
Chriſtianity +45 Dr. Se, h of what: he 
pOaness 1 oppoſition. tg {be particular 
Oe Rope Me or 
Is it. nog npugh' to: Wa" one-may 
remain ſatisfied concernipg, ag} Truch 
and fafcty of. his Religign ,\ RP bark 
i - 


es _ --::-. 
-ſtatiding the ObjeQions made againſt 
it, that he be convinced, that all ſuch 
ObjeQions are falfe, and all the Rea- 
ſons alledged in proof of them invalid 
and of- no force '? Now to know that 
ſich ObjeQions are falſe, 'tis enoug 
to be perſwaded that they contradict 
ſome common and true Principle af- 
ſented unto both 'by the perſon who is 
to remain ſatisfied, and ſuch as make 
the Objections. For, what ever cont. 
tradits the Truth, is falſe: and if the 
ObjeQions be falſe, 'tis evidcat that all 
their” proofs are falſe or impertinent : 
and; this is the method we obſerved 
throughout our whole Treatiſe, as is 
manifeſt. - LES 
The Dr. in ffls particular Preface de- 
ſcants'at Jarge againſt the manner 
wherewith his Adverſaries anſwer this 
Book of his. One mas (ſays he) picks 
out 4 Sentence here and there to KY a 
anorher, x page of rwo together : a 
s from one thing 10 another, as if 1e- 
ſolved re paſs by the greateſt difficulties : 
But be is 4 man of courage indeed, that 
dares fall uyon the rear, ant begin to con- 
futo a Bok, at the end of tt; So 
| $ 
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if he loves long enough, and ger heart be 
$147 in tie come to the beginning. Sure 
Dr.. Ss: did .cxpet we thould adviſe 
with bim, which way we are. to attack 
him... Let.him evince, that we do nor 
deſtroy the Aſperſions tie caſts upon us, 
and their. proofs, and he will..do ſome- 
thing. But-when we have beaten down 
all his Aſſertionis againſt us, and his Ar- 
guments too, to cry out, that we have 
not ſtruck him in the right place, is very 
ridiculous. 
| This puts me in minde of what I have 
| heard concerning a dapper young man, 
{ well ſet, yet of a low ſtature ; who 
| truſting to a great Buckler, wherewith 

he ſheltred himſelf, would encounter a- 

! ny one. Among ſeveral that worſted 
! him, he met with onetaler than himſelf, 
| who over-reaching his Buckler, and gi- 
| ving him two or three ſhrewd blows 0+ 
ver the head, ſtruck him to the ground }. 
together with. bis Buckler.. 'Then- the 
poor 'man , after he had ſprawled- a- 
while , having recovered himſels, be- 
gan to , enveigh againſt his Adverſary, 
ſaying, 4A Pox take je, could; you npt. ſeq 
wy Buckjer ? There. is no: aecd for me 
TON B | ro 


Wc : 

ts inake the Application. As it would 
therefore be of little comfort for vs; if 
we have not deftroyed his Book, that 
we attacked him the right way '::Soin 
allreafon it ought to be of little com- 
fort for the Dr. if we have deſtroyed 
his Book, that we did not ſet upon him 
that way, which he imagined to be the 
only right aud methodical-way to''im- 
pugn him.” Certainly Dr.'Sr. is'a hap- 
py man, 'if 'he can ſolace himſelf with 
ſuch, pitifpl excuſes as theſe. - © *- 
"*1n particular he complains & MO. 
©, S. becauſe, as he fays, Gen. 
Pref. pag .4; 40. | They fttal quite behind 
bis Book, and ſhew - periieular ihits at 
the Dragons Tail. The reaſon 'whiy he 
fays'thus is, becauſe they-confute the 
{ater end of his Book. Butif they an- 
ful the part they et upon, ' what' mat- 
_ this?” what General,” wlio had 

isArmy routed by the Enemy, did ever 
think it a ſufficient excuſe, to ſay, That 
they fell upon the rear, and ſorouted him ? 
And: though I'do not affirm, that Dr. 
Se's Book hath neither head nor tail, yet 
_ Faniywith' trith aver, that his Book 
reſembles a Monſter in this, that w_ 
7 s tae 
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the head; where it ſhould have the tail ; 
for he ends with the Principles of his 
Religion': whereas, according to' the 
natural method of writing, he ſhould 
have begun not ended with them. Since 
therefore the Dr. ends where he ſhould 
begin, whad wonder is it, that theſe 
two ' worthy Authors fhould begin, 
where he ends! | 


CHAP, II. 


Norieyal Objettions againft the fore: 


mentioned way of anſwering the 
Dr. proved inſignificant, 


The way of anſwering is zew, as 


the Dr. will needs have it. Is not 


this to trifle, out the time, and plainly 
to acknowledge that he is deſtitute of a 
folid reply? If the way I have taken 
bea trueand an x wy way to confute 
his Book ' (as we have ſhewen itis) of 

"2g B 2 what 


29) 
what damage is it,that it be a ew way ? 
Moreover , this manner of confuting 
Thave infiſted upon, cannot .ſeem ew 
to any one, who is acquainted with the 
Schools, For . though the Defendant 
may produce ſeveral Reaſons to efta- 
bliſh the Concluſion he: undertakes to 
aintain ; yet the Opponent common- 
y fets upon the Concluſion,. without 
taking notice of the Reafons ; efpeci- 
ally when he is perſwaded that the Con- 
clufion is falſe : and if he deftroysthe | 
Conclufion, all the Reaſons produced 
in defence thereof, fall to the ground. 
And-certainly a Defendant would be 
laught at, who after he had been de- 
feated by his Adverſaries, and had his 
Concluſion annulled, ſhovld [cry out, 
Though the Concluſion -be falſe, yet the 
Reaſon ares good and ſolid : or thould 
not be able to afford any other anſwer, 
than that the Argument made againſt bim 
was new, and never before heard of 'by 
.- 5 
©"Beſides, (tiould one deſtroy all the 
Arguments,one by one , wherewith his 
Adverſary pretends to make. good the 
Theſis he defends; yet in. rigour he 
ER would 
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would not therefore ( unleſs he adds 
ſome other principle ) deſtroy the The- 
fis , but only ſhew, that the Defen- 
dant does not prove it:well. But if one 
deſtroys the Theſis ( which is a more 
compendivous way ) it is evident, that 
he annuls all the Reaſons and Argu- 
ments brought in proof thereof. Yea, 
if this way of not anſwering cach Argu- 
ment in particular, be New, 1 was not 
the Inventer of it. For Dr, Sr, himſelf, 
in his Diſcourſe of Idolatry, ( which 
was publiſhed before my Book faw 
Light) p. 558. affirms, That che Princs- 
ples of Proteſtant Religion, which he ſets 
down at the end of-that: work, are. 4 
ſuſpcient Anſwer to Proteftancy weithout 
Principles; whereas it is maniteſt,. that 
in his whole Appendix of Principles he. 
does neither State the Controverhe 
plaialy, nor examin the proofs that 
Learned Author produces, tor. apply 
diftiac} Anſwers to his Arguments, fair- 
ly repreſented in their own words : 
which is what he ſayes Proteſtant Wri-: 
ters obſerve, Pref. pag. 3. when they 
ſct themſelves to Anſwer our Books: 
And I appeal to the Judgment of any 

B 3 | Im- 
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Impartial perſon, -who has taken' the 
pains to peruſe his late Anſwers to the 
formentioned'/book, - Preteſtancy without 
Prnciples, to- Reaſon and Religion, and 
to the Guide-in Controverfie, whether 
he has performed all the aforcefaid For- 
malities, which he requires of us, bid. 
p#7..4. and" whether he does riot pick 
uphere and there ſome Sentences to An- 
fwer, or one Chapter or two together, 
or leaps from one thing to another, as 
if reſolved to paſs by the greateſt diffi 
culties; or omits whole Diſcourſes, as 
the: fourth and; fifth Diſcourſe in the 
Guide in Controverſie: All theſe little 
Arts and: Shifts ig us' ( ſais the Dr. )are 
exrber plain” Acknowlerigments of 4 buſfled 
Cauſe, or an Argument of a weak and 
wnskilful Management. W hereas atl theſe 
very ſame Arts inthe Dr. muft be preg- 
nant proofg 6f a good Cauſe; and of a 
Skilful raahagement thereof, *- 
But ſome will ſay, That Dr, Se. ma 

be permittedtounſwer as he'pleafe, an 

without tying himſelf to the abovemen- 
tioned Formalitics; becauſe he has lear- 
' ned a ſecret proper to himſelf, to draw 
off all the ſpirit” of a book, in two or three 


lenes 
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lines, (Pref. Gen. Fo, 30.) andalſthe 
reft he: leaves behind; ( VIL. all that he 
cannot Anſwer, which-i is'the far great- 
eſt part of his Adverſatics Books ) i is on- 
ly Phlegm, and Caput mortuum. But we, 
poor Souls, to whom' Dr. St. has not 
as yet had the Charity 'to impart: this 
Secret, unleſs we anſwer his book 
"Chapter by Chapter, Paragraph by 
Paragraph, and Point by Point ,' 'we 
do nothing. Whoever deſires to ſee 
more concerning Dr. St. 's' mannet of 

writing, let him read the Firſt Letter 

written by the Worthy Author 'of op 
General Obſervatiors upon Dr. St.” 
Book., and way of Writing. 

Now the Mretfog why Dr. 'ﬆ. 
frets fo much at my manner of dealing 
with. him , ſeems to be, - becauſe he 
thought i ita diſparagement, that ſo lit- 
tle a 'Book ſhould be publiſhed Pont 
ſo great a Dr. and that I ſhould 

| him, inno more than a ſheet and 
half,” to- "falt foul on himſelf, and to. be 
his own Executioner. TheDr. ſcems td 
be in the vulgar Errourof ſuch, as me+ 
ſure Books by their Bulks, and Imagin, 
that in a little book, ſuch” as he fiiles 
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Rats and Flies, there can be no great 
thing. But he muſt know, that a Ratcan 


overcome an Elephant , and that Flies: 


bave been able to rout vaſt Armies, 
Hence any one. may ſee, what:Mo: 
tives I had, to takethis way of Anſwer- 
ing Dr. Se. whereof he will qceds make 
ſo great a Miſtery. My intention-was 
to diſpatch him in ſhort, and to ſet forth 
a little Book againſt him : which 1 could 
never have performed, ſhould I have 
anſwered alt his Arguments one by one, 
and obſeryed all the other Formalities, 
he will needs oblige us to. Beſides, the 
Conveniencies of a little book grevery 
great. Itis cafily made, cably: Printed, 
eaſily bought, and eaſily read » and 
conſequently. thereby are ſpared two 
Prenyons things, Time and Money. A- 
ut a Thouſand Copies of Dr, Srilling- 
fleet again## Dr. Stilling fleet went off 1n 
three weeks or a month}, and. had [ 
Printed as many more, I might have 
diſpatch'd them all ; On the contrary, 
a.great Volume cannot be made without 
great labour, nor Printed without great 
Expences: and: when it is made and 
Prin:cd, few buy it, and fewer have 
t1mE 
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time or Patience to read it over. A 
Peſtilent Book may be daſh'd at the be- 
ginning- with. a ſhort Paper, before it 
ſpreads its Venome 2 but - this being 
once ſpread, a whole Volume will ſcarce 
ſuffice to quell it. A Pail of Water miay 
quench a Fire, before/it extends itſelf :* 
wherees a far, greater quantity will not 
be effetua] to avert its (fury, if it once 
makes it ſelf maſter of a houſe. : 

But you will ſay, ( as many do ) 
that ſome deny the Reman Church to be 
a true Church ; which is to-deftroy, and 
pull down the very. fireſs, whereon js 
builded our whole Diſcourſe. I ſay al- 
ſo, that many deny the Antient Fathers; 
others, all General Councils; and others, 
the very Scripture it ſelf; nay what is 
there , that ſome do not deny? May 
we not therefore Argue well out of Fa- 
thers, Councils and Scriptures, againſt 
ſuch 8s admit theſe Topicks? Neither 
is it neceflary to prove alwayes our Con- 


cluſion 9yt of General Principles, which * 


all, or moſt, agree unto : otherwiſe we 
ſhould never argue in matters of Religi- 
on out of certain Books of Scripture, 
which Jews, and ſome ScCtarics da de> 

| uy 
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fy, againſt fuch as: do aflow of thoſe 
Books. Particular Principles come neer- 
er the Concluhon we pretend'toiprove'; 
& conſequently, if they bo truey& affent- 
ed unto, by both parties; 'they tatry us 
a ſhorter way t6 the Truth weaim ar. 

': *:Morcover:,: though -ſame deny' the 
Roman Church t# be atrue Church, yet 
many: grant/it; and'it is the Setiſe of the 
Engliſh Church, and the Perfwafion of 
al Leatned * Proteftants, as” many of 
their own'Profeffion aver, according to 
what we have quoted' in Dy. Stilling- 
feet againf# Dr." Stilling fleet, pag. 3, 4+ 
Dr. Sz. hunſelf affents unto it; Fanaticks 
approve of it, and Latitudinarians, who 
maintain'all Religions to berrue, ſout- 
ly defend-itz and many times they ſeem 
angry with- us, that we ſheuld queſtion, 
whether they grant our Church'to be a 
True: Chrreh..:' Of thoſe, -who-profeſs 
themſelves Chriftians in England, only 
fome rigid Presbyterians deny it : yea, 
the title of Reformers of the 'RomarnReli- 
gion, which Moder Seftaries take upon 
them; does manifeſtly ifiply, that the 
RomanREigion & the ReformedReligi- 

onasthey Kle iis the ſame in ſubſtance, 
vs and 
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and different only in Accidentals « and 
conſequently if theirs be true; ours muſt 
alſo be true ; for it is impoſſible, that a 
true Church, and not a true Church, 
ſhould be the ſame in Subſtance. To 
Reform a Church is not to deſtroy its 
Eſſence , but to redreſs its Diſorders. 
The Apoſtles were not ſent to Refornj 
Paganiſm: and why ? becauſe they 
Deftroyed it ; bringing.in, in lieu there- 
of, Chriſtian Religion, of a different 
Subſtance and Nature. The fire deſtroys 
wood, and Refines Gold ; becauſe it 
changes the very Subſtance of Wood 
into Aſhes ; but it only takes away the 
droſs of Gold, and leaves its Subſtance, 
and Eſſence untouched. | 
Dealing therefote with the foremen- 
tioned Perſons, as inthis Treatiſe I do, 
I might with much reaſon take that pro. 
poſition for granted ; and ſhould I en- 
counter an Adverfary, who denies the 
Roman Chutch to be a true Church, 
would ſet upon him another way, and 
prove it to be a True Church : which is 
not hard to do, -For different wayes are 
to be taken with different Adverſaries 
and what is a ſolid proof againſt one, 
0 
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of no force againſt another. I confeſs 
therefore, that all the. Arguments I 
have framed againſt Dr. Sz. grounded 
upon this Principle, The Roman Church 
5s a true Church are of no force, with 
ſuch as deny That Principle, unlefs firſt 
I prove'it. In the ſame manner all the 
Arguments, grounded upon, the Autho- 
rity of the Fathers, and Councils, are of 
no force againſt Fanaticks, who ſlight 
the Fathers and Councils , unleſs their 
Anthority be firſt eſtabliſhed. 

Hence appears, how infignificantly 
Dr. Sz. and his Cabal, threaten' us that 
if we preſs them out of this Principle, 
The Roman Church is a True Church, 
freely granted by them ; they will deny 
it, and fall back from what they have 
yielded unto;. and that we;ſhall get no- 
thing elſe thereby, but ro make them 
leſs Charitable towards us, and the 
difference between us wider. For in 
the ſame manner. they might. threacen 
vs, when we argue againſt them out of 
Councils and Fathers, admitted by 
them, that if we preſs them they will 
deny their Authority « Neither. ſhould 
any one preſs another out of Scripture, 

| though 
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though granted by him ; for fear, leaft 
ifhe be preſs'd, he will -dety Scripture, 
and become a. Turk, ora Pagan. Nay, 
fince one. cannot convince another, but 
out of what he has afſented unto, were 
this way of dealing warrantable, any 
one might <ahily elude -all Arguments 
whatſoever, For cither we urge our Ad- 
verſary, or not: if not ,'how ſhall we 
convince him? if ſo, he may ſtave off 
the Conviction, according to. Dr. Se.'s 
manner of dealing , by threatning us, 
that if we-urge him, we ſhall get only 
this of him; that he will deny what al- 
ready he has granted , Doubtleſs the 
Scholars of the Illuſtrious Univerſity of 
Cambridge would be aſhamed of their 
Dr. St. thould they hear him ſay, ina 
publick Diſpute to his Adverſary, Do 
nor preſs me; for if you do, 1'le deny what 
Thave already gramed, . | 

Finally, fince this Afſertion,, The Ro- 
141 Charch is a TrueChnrch, is common, 
aflented unto, not only by Catholicks, 
but alſo by Proteſtants of the Engls{b 
Church, and others of different Profefii- 
ons, as we have ſeen: Bur this other, 
The Roman Church 1s Idolatroms, is cony: 
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edboth by Catholicks, and ſeveral lear- 
Ned and zealous Proteſtants: and fince 
either the'orit, or the other of theſe AC- 

ſertions'is co-be recalled, ſuppoling they 

contradi& one another, * tis' more rea- 

ſonable to recal the latter, than the for- 

mer, becauſe ceteris paribza, particular 

Sentiments are to yield to' common 
Principles; when they run Counter. | 
But what'is the reaſon, that Dr. Se, | 
who profeſſes himſelf a mortal enemy to | 
the Roman 'Church, does not deny 
it to be a true Chuch ; , recalling what 
heretofore he has aſſerted ? yea, he 
is ſo far from recalling it, that he rati- 
fies, and: grants ſeveral times , in this 
Examination of my book,' in plain 
tetms, what he had affirmed in his Ra- 
tronal Account, that the Roman Church is 
a True Charch.-T infinuated in'my Book, 
inthe place above quoted, ſeveral mo- 
tives, why Dr. $2. and his Aﬀociates, do 
unanimoſly aver the Reman Church to be 
« True Church: Becauſe upon this ac- 
count they ground the pretended Mode- 
ration and Charity of the - Engliſh 
Churh, wherewith they endeavour to 
inveigle unwary minds : andif they de- 
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ny the Roman Church::to be'a'true 
Church, either they muſt. [confeſs that 
there was 1 truc v:{ible.Churchia the 
world for many hundred 'of- yeats'bes 
Luther and Calvins time, ' or they are 
ſhrewdly put to it when we urge them 
to ſhew us which .that true ' viſible 
Church was, diſtin from the Roman, 
Yet another particulari reaſon: moved 
Dr. Se. not-to recal what he had aſſerted 
concerning the Truth of the Roman -. 
Ckurch. For he:could: not but ſee that 
ſhould he deny the Roman'Church to 
 beatrne Church, hemuſt either deny 
the Proteſtant Church ::to- be a true 
Church, or ſeek out other grounds to 
prove the truth. thereof: different from 
thoſe he laid down in his Rational A& 
count. For the Diſcourſe he makes iti 
that Book to eſtabliſh the truth of the 
Proteſtant Religion in ſubſtance is this * 
Whatever Church holds all: ſuch points as 
were held by all Chriſtian Sovieties of all 4 
. ges, & acknowledged by Rome it ſelf ; has 
all that is neceſſary to thebting of a true 
Church, and by. Conſequence is a Trud 
Church. But ſuch 1s the | Proteſtant 
Church, as he affirms :- Therefore accords 
| ing 
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ing to his Pronceples it is avrice Church, 
And deſcending: to particulars, he fays, 
That all Churches, which admit the An- 
thent Creeds (as the Roman Church e- 
vidently does) are true Churches, 
Now theſe Principles whereon: the 
Dr. bottoms the truth of Proteſtancic, 
do neceffarily imply that 'the Roman 
Church 1s a true Church, For; either 
the Roman Church acknowledges what 
1s ſufficient to conſtitute the being . of a 
true Church ornot; if ſhe:does, ſhe 
muſt necefſarily be a true Church. -If 
ſhe does not, how can Dr. Sr. aſſert, 
T bat the Roman Church, with other Chrs- 
ſtian, Societies acknowledges what 1s ſuffi- 
event to conſtitute the bing of '4 true 
Church ? Wherefore, unleſs Dr. St. 
grants the Roman Church to be a true 
Church, - that. Principle - whereon he 
grounds the truth of Proteſtancie, viz. 
That it admits whatſoever..is admitred 
by all Chriſtian Societies, and acknow. 
ledged by Rome it ſelf, is of no force. 
* So that unleſs Dr. Se. maintains. the 
truth of the Roman Church, he muſt 
either. confeſs that Proteſtancie' is no 
truc Religion, and that the A, 
as 
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'has hitherto AL; <oncetniog "the 
grounds of Proteſtany, 4s: void Dr ir- 
rational; -or ſeek tit other Principles 
to proveit Now if Dr."S7. has fuch'a 
the Rom Church, that to 
the ade be may prone her 1dolatrous; or 
no ftrue 'Church-; he (cares not to un-. 
chi Troteſtancy, or at leaſt to cancel 
whatever he has yet (aid to ſhew, that 
itis« Tree Religion T conceiye that 
Proteſtants' will give im little thanks 
for his pains, Butthe truth'is, that Dr. 
$1 if: we reflet well upon his works, 
cares fot what becoines of Proteſtancy, 
nor Chtiftianity neither; fo-that he may, 
according to his fancy, deftroy: Popecy. 
But wecare as little or his attempts, 
if he catinot deftroy-! Popery , 
undermining Chriſtianity, I 

'Fhe. Dr. ſeems, in Teveral places! 
his Anſwer ;Aily 46/infiaunre as if he 
had only been "heretofore of opimio 
that che Ronian Chitrch 45 a true barct 
butthst now he __ his Opinion f 
and it-oart be no iſparagement 
 mantorecal what- HortpoFode he : 
ed, Fo thispurpoſe Ban os, 
the” Revognitions. uo 
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4mwitation. of oe ofin,retraGet 
ſome former Errours delivered by. him. 
. But where, Ipray, has D. St. made 
,any book of Recognitions, recalling his 
Former Errours?.though he might.make 
a juſt Volume upon, that SubjeQ, and } 
begin it with the. Recantation of-what | 
.heſcts down in.his Irenicon, deſtruive | 
to PeEpſcape:Digaity which. he! 4s | 
oth to dog, far he ſecs, : that-book cn- | 
.deared him to the Presbyterian party; | 
whom he ſeems to Court, I confeſs, that 5 
tis no blemiſh for a man, ,whenhe is | 
better informed, to recal the-Erzours 
Which herctofore-heaſſented, unto. For, 
to crr, is a frailty, of menz but: to per- 
Tevere obſtinately inan Errour, (as ne- | 
cell ly he muſt; do, who - perſiſts. m a 
- palpable Contradition). is a.bruciſh ob- 
MKinacy : and what greater diſparage- | 
ment tlran this;can theft be for a ratio- 
'nal. man ? OPT 
* Now, Dr, .Se..not only. beretofgre, | 
but.even in this preſent. book, -after he 
bad: Charged the: Rowan Church: with 
grofs Idolatry, affirms, .that ſhe is, a :r xe 
Church., ( as ſhall hereafter appear ) 
without having gver., yet recalled that 
new 7 * Prope 
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fition © and conſequently he:periiſts to 
contradict himſelf,. as he:now admits, 
Whence follows, that the Aliegation 
of | Bellarmin's Recognitions, Or Recanta- 
trons:was nothing to. the purpole. Fox it 
is as:if oneſhould argue.thus;; Bellarmmn, 
though he; erred, yet. becauſe'he recalled 
his Errours, making a Book- of . Recogyts- 
. t50ns; did not loſe hjisReputation, nei-- 
ther - did. he-: deſerve, [that we. ſhoyld 
| ſight what; he ſaies :-Therefore Dr. Sf. 
- who has-erred, .and does” perliſt. to: err, 
who has, and does ſtill contradict hipm- 
felf,, without ever having recalled, his 
'Errours,; dogs not; deſerve;we ſhould 
Night what; he affirms,:,-or-thus; Saint 
. Peter, though he ſinngd-grievouſly, yer 
becauſe he did fincerely;Tepent, was. a 
_great Saints Therefore ſych as haye,hig- 
ned grievouſly, and,, never -repent, .-arc 
great - Saints, ; Let Dr. Se. imitate Bel- 
larmin, and.recal his former; Errous, and 
he will loſe nothing, ng, not)his. Authe- 
rity: 'yhictrnotwithſtanding, as he him- 
ſelf. affirms, Self-contradiction, being 
. once; proved, eſpecially if-1t be inſiſted 
. upon, is utterly overthrown... _ --:1 
' But we muſt reflet, That ſuch - 
3 C », Ca 
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<al their 'f6rmer Opinions, or Tenets, 
are in two ſorts. Some recal Tenets 
heretofore aſſented unto, becauſe they 
find them -inconfiftent with Errovurs, 
which they are reſolved to defend; as 
if one ( for inſtance) who being not a- 
ble to vindicare the' General” Principles 9 
-Chri#ttanity; without confeſſing the 
-ticular Tenets of the Roman Churc to 
ibe-true, ſhould ovt of hatred to fuch 
-particular- 'Teners, - deny the General 
-Principles of Chriſtianity ; which beforc 
"Ke hed yieldet#'varo. Such men as theſe, 
'arcſar fem deferving an Comtienda- 
'xjon, fot recalling their former perſwa- 
"fions + : biitiratherſhew an mnveterate ob. 
*Ainacy, atid 6diviri' againft the Truth : 
"and amongRTuchmen, Dr. S:.-muſt be 
"Enrolled; ſhould he, ro defend the1do- 
Tarry of the Roman Chureh, den ” her to 
a rrnt Charch, contrary: tothe Truth 
'he has{o' 6ften acknowledged, and to 
"the very Grounds, whereon he builds 
"the truth8f Proteſtancy." For, though 1 | 
"86 nordllbw 6f His Grounds, yer 1 Aſ- | 
[Feat tothe Truthof the Reinar:Catho- | 
lick Reli gion; ; Which is evidtudy thence 
'Inferred 
ey Others | 
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© Others, to embrace the Truth, which 
in proceſs of time they have diſcovered}, 
recal former Tenets, contrary thereun- 
co, as St. Aguſtin, and Bellarmin 6id:'So 
do many, who finding Proteſtant Relipgt- 
on'to be falſe; —_— it, and embrace 
the Romax, oppolite thereunto. Such 
men as theſe ſhew great ingenvity, and 
ſincerity z and by revoking ſuch Opinis 
ons, with all Wiſe-men, rather gain, 
than loſe Authority, or Reputation. 
And among theſe men Dr. $;. would 
deſerve to be lifted, if he would beplea- 
ſcd torecant, and declare plainly tothe 
world, that when he' Charged the* Ro- 
man Church with 7dglarry, Fanaticiſm, 
Diviſions in matters of Faith, danger of 
Salvation #n her Communion, and other 
Corruptions , he over ſhot himfelf;as 
ſeyeral, even of 'his own Friends, con- 
feſs he did, at leaſt: in the Charge of 
Idolatry. FIR TIDE 

-Befides, when one recalls an Opini- 
on, as inconſiſtent with the Truth, to 
dich he had heretofore afſented, he 
alfo virtoally recalls all the proofs there- 
of,” acknowledging them: to' be either 
falfe, or unconcluding. And fince:what 
4 C 3 IA 
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St, Augnſtin,and Bellarmin ſtood to after 
their Retrraltations, contradicted what 
they held before, 'tis manifeſt, that their 
proofs, either on the one. [ide or other, 
were void ; and conſequently, recalling 
ſuch, Opinions, zhey, recalled alſo, their 
proofs of them, And here .I cannot but 
refleQ, that -Dr...Sr. ſeems to lift. me 
( pag: 14. ) among ſuch as he terms Re- 
walters from the Church : of England, 
Thanks be-to God, | was bred a KRowan- 
Catholick: my Parents and. Anceſtors 
wereof the ſame Rehgion, and ſuffered 
much: for their, .,conſtancy. . thergin, 
And Ican affure; the Dr. that, for:all.l 
have ſcenin him;..\;am (fo far from being 
-NHartled in my Religion, that I am rather 
confirmed therein... For a weak impug- 
nation of the Truth is a confirmation 
thereof: and if God ſhall be pleaſed to 
give me his Grace, | not to quit the Ge- 
neral Principles of Chriſtianity, I ſhall 
never, uporr the account .of what Dr. 
Fe. faies, relinquiſh the particular Te- 
nets of the Catholick Church. |: , 

. Many ask me, what matters it, that 
Dr. .Se., palpably contradicts himſdlf, 
and pexſilts ſo. to do? , which is the ſame 
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as if. they ſhould ask'me, what matters. 
it if; Dr; St, be a Madman ? And to'fay: 
the truth, it matters: very: little for thei 
Pub'ick, good, that -he be ſo: but! it 
T1atters. very; much, that being ſo, he' 
[/hould;- be commonly reputed a Wiſe- 
nan. For, what greater damage can be 
:magined, than that the:people be*gui- 
ded by a Madman in.affairs of ſo great 
concern, as thoſe of Religion areid:Net: 
ther can one do a greater ſervice to the 
Common-wealth, than to diſcover theit 
Guides to be: mad, if-really:they be ſa; 
Nei:her.can there be a better way to dif+ 
cover ,it, than by ſhewing they: grant; 
and perfiii ro grant,. palpable Contra» 
dictions. b to vas .\ | 

Moreover, they might:ſay the ſame; 
incaſe I had attacked any : other parti+ 
cular Doctor of the: Proteſtant Church 
( for Dr. Se. carries as great a vogue: as. 
any other )-asking. me,. what 'matters 
it, if I force ſuch a, Door to manifeſt 
Contradictions ; and by conſequence 
bring him to a' Non-plus #. So that were 
this Objcciion juſtifiable, - it- would 
prove, that it is of no concern, to defeat, 
and bring.to a Non-plas avy particular 
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$: ; which certainly falſe, _ 
re nn toithe:cominion proiice © al 
Sy and Zealous men; - 

:: Beſides, hail Þproved only; that the 
Charges whict-Dr,S7, lajes upon vs, 
did: contradiet: fomg- particuldr Tener 
held only by the Dr; atid fonie few of 
his Partizansz;jthough that would have 
been ſufficient:to have bafſted* him, yet 
it would not have been of fo great mo- 
ment.' But Thave ſhewn,- that the A- 
; YR upon us, docontradit 

tag xp alleriteU/ unts; not 
enly- by-Dr- $5. arid all» Rowan Catho- 
hes, bucalf alf eters] 
Members of the] Z»gliſb Church, ' and 
by many how of different Profeſſions : 
and conſequintly'T: cofivince all fuch, 


that the forementioned” Aſperſions are _ ; 


Falſe; "a8 being 'repugnant to True and 
General Pci Fes, Sranted - them + 
n/ 


and:'that wliewn] fe produced in' proof 
is ſalſ6' of lnperivent, 'And 
what more an berequired, in order to 
wipe of ;; frorh the minds of 7 Rf 
Toa the erpos CulunnlesY! 
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"CHAP. 11.. 
Other Objeltions Anſwered. 


TY Y what hitherto has been diſcuſs'd, 

it plainly appears, that the inſtarice 
ofa Lawyer at the Bar, alledged, page 
16. by Dr. St. is of no force againſt 'us ; 
Becauſe, ſhould a Lawyer produce a 
the Bar, no;other progh but” ſuch as is 
repugnant, not only.to.his own parti- 
cular T cnet, but alſo to the common 
perf ff the Judges; and of all the 
Learned Lawyers of the Kingdom; yea 
and to.the unanimous conſent of the 


_ 
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/ Patrliament; ſure his proofs would be 


held for frivolous, This is what ſuccetds 
in our preſent Caſe. Dr. St, Charges vs 
with Crimes, repugnant, as he himfelf 
now admits, to,this Principle, The Re 
1m4n Churth I; « True Church, not only 
granted by him, and all. Romen-Carho- 
licks, but alſo by all Learned Divines of 


the Epolifs. Church, as ſuitable to her 


Senſe; und Dotrine, 8s they thent- 
 cotifels, "and by ſcyeral other; of 
| diffeterit 


42 | 

different Profefions” A!! ſuch perſons 
therefore-(e-:d theſe are all with-whonm 
we now diſp:.;'; ) 2754419 001d the fore- 
mentioned ' Atculations for void , and 
frivolous. OE Co OI TO EO 

Moreover, .ſhould i Lawyer pizad to 
prove one to be a: notorious Traytour, 
and yet at the ſame time thould plainly 
declare at the Bar, that he is, and has 
ever been, a Loyal, and faithful Subject, 
could Dr; St, or any other, think, that 
any account were to be made of ſucha 
Bartiſter ; who ſhould ſo opeyly Con- 
fradict himſeif ? This is what the Dr. 
does.” Hepleads to ſhew. our Church to 
be 1dolarroys, and.yet at the ſame time 
he ſincerely confeſſes, that ſhe. is a ere 
Cburch, ſtanding to what he has former- 
Ty Serred - and he admits at the preſent 
that the forementioned Accuſation con- 
tradifts this his Aſﬀertion, as really it 
does, nolefs then theſe two Propolitions 
ds contradiQt ope another, ' Such 4 mar 
$1.4 notorioms Traytour, but jet be is a 
faithful Subjeft. What account there- 
fore can any prudent man make of this 
&ccufation of Dr. Sz. or conſequetitly of 
the proofs he alledges in fayqur there- 
of es 2 eee A 
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Finally,” though a Lawyer may be 
permitted, when - required - thereunto, 
by his Clyent, after he has informed 
him of his Judgmeat, -to -propoſe all 

the proofs he can in his favour, though 
| his particular opinion be, that, his Cly- 
ent has no right to what he pretends ; 
becauſe the Judge, whois to decide the 
Plea, may be of a contrary perſwaſion, 
Yet ſure Dr. Se. will not affirm, that 
what he produces in, his diſcourſe con- 
cerning - the Jdolatry of the Roman 
Church, is only to ſhew (in order to 
ingratiate himſelf with the Presbyteri- 
ans) what may be ſaid upon that Sub- 
ject ; and not becauſe he is of opinion, 
that the Romer Church is 1dolatroxs. For 
if ſo, he might as well have publiſhed 
ſome book againſt the Divinity of our 
Saviour, or againſt a Deity, as he hath 
publiſhed the forementioned Diſcourſe, 
to prove.the Roman Church Tdolatrow; 
and then tell. us, if he be urged, that 
having received a Fee from Socinians, 
or AtherFts, he did it only to ſhew, what 
might be ſaid againſt the Divinity of 
our Saviqur, or. a Deity, and not be- 
cauſe he is of opinian that-there is ng 

| "God, 
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God, of thir'Choit 7 is not: God: Yea, 
he might ſayin like manner, that what' 
&ver he has produced hitherto, to prove 
che truth, and Orthodoxneſs of the 'Pro- 
teſtantReligion, was ofily' to. ſhew (to 
the end he might promote his Intereſt a- 


mong Proteſtants ) what might be al- 


| fedged im favorrof their Religion; and 
nor that he thinks it Trye, and. Ortho- 


dox. : $64 
"The Dr: ſcems to vile JAR a Cafe 


ke produces, pa. 20. in order to ſhew 
the Inſufficiency of our manner of An- 


fwcring him : his wortls are thefe; 


will pat a Caſe parallel to, this. Suppoſe 
one of the 'Chnrch of Jt pdah fhonld bave 
called rhe oo of Iſracl, in the time of 

oboam, "4 rrye Church, becauſe they 
acknowlelgtd the true G od, ' and did be- 
lieve ant afreement in that common ackrow- 
ledgment, ro be ſufficiem, to preſerve the 
Effentials of a Church among them ; and 
afterwards the ſame erſan go aboue 
fo convince the Ten Tribes of their 1dolatry 
1 worſhipping God by the Calves of Dan 
and . re ;his be thought « ſuffi- 
cient way of Sf him,” to ſay that 


be centage imſel if by granting _— « 
T rus 


LUMI 


_ — Mn Mw a__IM.. " =_Y 


HH AaNdWwWH RY. 


* he | Sunny x SY #9 —— Ly 0 ls. + 


UMI 


' (45) 
Trae Clairch, and yet charging them with 
Idalatry ? 'Whereas the Joly: true Conſe. 
quence wonld be, that he thought ſome kin# 
of tgolatry to be conſiſtent 'with"the being 


of a Church; He adds, that 'Tuch 4 per» 


ry 5f-uſeof bis Charity; and: that if they 

ould prove to-him, that the iadlatry be fa 
thered upow thew, did Uncheh then 
the Coſequene of «nol, they 
Charizj wuſt be ſo muthvhs leſs, and this 
he mui? deny: them 10 be 'a' true Chirch. 


4 


pretends2to cvince theinvalidity of 
manner'of 'Anſwering him. 57 | 
But before 1 examin this Caſe of the 
Dr.-I'wilt-put a CaſeParallel to ours, 
to ſheww, that:the way we hav&takert'to 
Anſwer/him-is fufficient. Suppoſe that a 
7ew, ( for why may-not''a. Few be as 
Charitable,” "and Zealous too, as Dr. 
Sr. and' yet Contradict himſelf, as he 
does?)- ſhould, outof a pretended zeal, 
ChatgeChriſtian Religion,'even when 
it was in 'jts greateſt purity, -with the 
ſamekind"ef Idolatry, as Dr. Sr, faſt- 
ens vpon us ; and that notwithſtanding 
at the' ſame time, Tarried away witti 
| the 


This is'Dr; 'St. 's. Caſe — 
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the- like Charity, Qh, -the:Dr: is, ſhould 
confeſs., that Chriſtian Religion was 
then, not only a True Religion, : but al- 
ſo a. Pure, Safe, and Sound Religion: 
and with ſuch. a Religion even-Dr. Se. 
affirms, the Idolatryhe Charges vs with, 
yea all kind of oy, to be_inconſi- 
ſtent, as. will appcar hereafter. Now 
in this Caſe. might not- the Dr.-in vindi- 
cation. of Chriſtian Religion, ſay and 
Þrove too, (for I do_ not aver, as he 
ſeems to 1nfinuate, . that it is-enough to 
Nay he is guilty of ſelf-contradiCtion, un- 
leſs one proves-it ) that ſuch a men 
did contradict himſelf, in granting Chri- 
Ftian Religion to be a true and ſound 
Religion, and yet Charging it with [- 
dolatry? Could he rationally ſay, that 
the only true Conſequence in that caſe 
would. be, not that ſuch a perſon con- 
tradicted himſelf, but that he thought 
ſome kind of Idolatry to be conſiſtent, 
not. only with the Being, but alfo-with 
,the Soundneſs of a Church? or ſhould 
he think ſo,, would he nat therefore 
contradict himſelf ? and. having proved 
A that. the Idolatry- he. fathered 
;upon. the Chriſtian Religion, was de- 
« _ ſtructive 
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fruciive to.ghe Soundneſs; bf; a Religi- 
on, would, the, Conſequence be , that 


: 
7 


} 


the Charity. of ſuch .a-perſon; muſt; be 
ſo muga'the leſs, and,that he muſt de- 
uy. hereafter, the ſoundneſs of Chri- 


ftian Religion? Would itinot-be a ſuſſi- 
pas $i, 


If. ſwering ſuch-a man, to de- 
monſtrate unto him, thatthe-Charge of 
Idolatry caltby him upog Chriſtian Re» 
ligion ,,was falſe ; . and, [conſequently 
that ' what; ever he produced in proof 
thereof, ,was;void ? and to,demonſtrate 
this unto; him,, would:-not be, enough 
to ſhew, »that ſuch a charge. did cons 
tradict a, Principle, viz. the-.Sounds 
neſs of Qbriſtian. Religion, i true in it 
ſclf, and afſegted unto by both parties? 
This isuſt our caſe with .Dr. Se. For, 
as that Zew does contradict himſelf, by 
granting Chriſtian Religion to be a ſaund 
Religian, and, yet charging. it with 1do- 
latry; So Dr. Sr. Contradicts himſelf, 
by affirming the Rowan Church. to be a 
xe Church, and yet Idolatrous, as We 
have proyed, and he now admits :. and 
as it would doubtleſs be a ſufficient way 
of anſwering, that 7ew, | to. nrove unto 
bim, that the charge of Idolatry.heJaid 
| upon 
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4ypon Chriſtian Religion, was falſe, av 
contradicting a Principle true in it ſelf, 
and aſſented unto by both parties: So 
the way wehave taken to anſwer Dr. 
+. being the very ſame, mult needs he 
ſufficient ;- - and finatly the d prey 
-$d. makes at our manner of An 
are, or might be made, by the foremen 
oned Jew, gs like hw gd Span 
ing him; confequ arc itl- 
Genificantin both Cafes, of inneither. 

- Now to the Caſe propeſedby Dr. Se. 
my Anſweris;'That it would be a ſofff- 
ciem weyto'Anſwer that peifes of 7u- 
dab, for thoſedf 16 age peg terre 
8s they eaſily might, that 
of Iſradl was, in Arey ogra: True 
Church,” ug they both affirmed, | though 
erroneouſly, it was not {dolatrous: and 
that ifit was'not {dolatrovs, whar ever 
he altedged ro prove it fuch,"was void, 
end' of yo' force. This, F fay, woul 
have been « ſifficient Anſwer- 
"Hye _ > weed "3bt not 0. 


the {rho ei: Chiach'? and 1 it is 


iro worldei, that what is aſufficient An: 
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fwer to one, be not a ſufficient Anſwer 
to another ; Becauſe different Adverſa. 
rics go upon different Principles. 

Let's now ſee, what Anſwer the Dr. 
makes to the Inſtance I produced, of a 


" Witneſs, pag. 1. 14. who being once 


Convinced of Self-Contradittion in the 
evidence he alledges, renders himſelf 
unworthy to be heard any more in the 
Court ; at leaſt till he has repaired his 
Reputation; and whatever he produces 
void and of no force: Beſides, the con- 
dign punifhment he is liable unto. To 
this Dr. Sr. Anſwers, ingenuouſly con- 
feſſing, as has been hinted above, paye 
15. That Self contradition, being proved, 
overthrows the Authority of the ot! a. 
who ſtands convitted thereof, and where 
things depend meerly upon Authority, it is 
4 good Argument ; and nowhere elſe. I 
wil:ingly accept of what Dr. Sr. ſolis 
berally grants; and hence conclude, 
that if he contradicts himſelf, ( as we 
both now ſuppoſe he dees ) all his Quo- 
tations, and all the Arguments he 
grounds upon them, ( and he has ſcarce 
any Argument, which is not grounded 
upon ſome Qnotatton or other ) ſignifie 
D nothing, 
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nothing, becauſe they depend meerly 
upon his Authority z which, as ke con- 
 feſſes, is overthrown by Self-contra- 
diction: neither does he deſerve to: be 
heard any more in matters that depend 
of Authority, till he. has recruited his 
Credit. All rhis, according, to Dr. St.'s 
own confeſſion, follows from Self-con- 
tradiction. once proved againſt him. 
And though one may ſeek out the Teſti- 
monies he aledges 1n their proper foun- 
tains; at leaſt till then, and till one 
has found them to be faithfully quoted, 
( and who has examined all his Quota- 
tions ? ) he is not bound. to give any cre- 
dit unto them : and ſhould one take the 
pains. to examin the Teſtimonies he al- 
ledges in their proper places, he would 
eaſily ſee, that they are either frivolous, 
or falſe; as the Learned Author of Ca- 
tholicks no Idolaters, who was pleaſed to 
examin ſome of them, has already part- 

ly diſcovered. 
| Beſides no body in prudence can 
think himſelf bound to examin in their 
proper places, the allegations of one, 
who is evidently convicted of Self-con- 
tradiction: As for inſtance ( togo on 
n 
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in the ſame ſimilitude of a Witneſs ) 
ſhould one, before a judge, impeach a- 
nother of High-Treaſon , and in proof 
thereof name the complices, and alledg, 
thatthere might be found in ſuch a place 
of his houſe, ſtore of Armes, and in his 
Cloſet Letters. of ſecret Intelligence 
with Rebels , and Traitours; yet 
withal ſhould manifeſtly contradict him- 
ſelf, averring before the ſame Judge, 
and at the ſame time, that the perſon, 
whom he impeached of Treaſon, was; 
and had always been, a faithful Subject 
to his Majeſty : Can Dr. Sr. imagin in 
this caſc, that ſuch a judge would be 
bound, upon the meer Teſtimony of a 
Witneſs, who had ſo palpably Contra- 
dicted himſelf, to ſend Officers to Ap- 
prehend the Conſpiratours named by 
him, and to ſearch the houſe of the per- 
ſon impeached, to ſee whether what the 
Witneſs alledged, was true or not ? or 
rather, that he ought not in prudence to 
look upon the Evidence of ſuch a Wit- 
neſs ag null, and of no force; no leſs 
than if a Madman had put in the like ac- 
cufation. And yet ſuch a Witneſs might 


| plead for himſelf in the ſame terms, 
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wherein Dr. Se. pretends to- vendicate 
his own proceedings. 

- For he might ſay, That though he 
ſhould contradift himſelf, it does not there- 
fore follow, ( as certainly ut does not ) that 
all his Ewidences are falſe, and whatever 
he fhall hereafter ſay in the ſame matter, 
invalid. That he never was ſo vain, as to 
make fe of his own authority, to = a 
thing tobe true, becauſe he believ'd it ;, or 
that his faying alone makes a thing tobe 
grue. That be does not aefire any one to 
follow his Opinion, becauſe it is bis; bus 
he offers evsdences for proof of what be ſates 
aſſigning the places, where they = find 
manifeſt Arguments of Treaſon. That if 
theſe be good, and true in themſelves, they 
do nor therefore ceaſe to be ſo, becauſe they 
are inconſiſtent with what he ſaies in favour 
of the perſon he impeaches. That ſuch per- | 
ſons, as are conſtitmted by publick Antho- 
rity, as all Fuages are, to provide for the 
ſecurity of bis Majeſties Royal Perſon, when 
they hear one impeached of High Treaſon, 
the Complices nominated , and the place 
aſſionca, where the Inftruments of the con- 
juration may be found, ought nor preſently 
to conclude, all theſe Allegarions are falſe, 
ED _ 
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and of noforce, meerly becauſe the perſon 
who makes uſe of them, does judge ſo chari- 
rably of the Traitour, as to ſuppoſe , be 
ſtill retains the Efſentials of a Paithful 
Subjett ; andthat therefore they make very 


#1 uſe of his Charity; but however, that 


they.are more concern'd 11 proving the per- 
ſon he impeached , not guilty of Treaſon, 
than he 15 in defending his Charitable O- 
pinion of him: That what they witl get by 
charging him with Contradiftion, is only, 
that hereafter he ſhall not think ſo Charita- 
biy of the perſons he impeaches. Finally, that 
when he ſates, that ſuch aperſon, whom be 
empeaches, is a Trastour, but yet a fquth- 
ful, and loyal Subjeft, the only true Con- 


ſequence, that thence may be inferred, ts, 


not that be contradits himſelf, but that be 
thinks, ſome kind of Hiph-Treaſon to be 
con/;ftent with Loyalty ; and that if they 
could prove to him, all ſorts of High Trea- 
ſon to be inconſiſtent with Loyalty, the Con- 
ſequence of it would be, that his Charity 
muff 'be ſo much the leſs, but the danger 

the ſame. | 
Behold here the Vindication of the 
forementioned Witneſs, drawn vp'in 
the ſame terms, and upon the ſame 
D 3 grounds, 


: $4 
grounds, whereon Dr. St. in this Con- 
troverſie., builds. his own Vindication, 
And yet what prudent man is there, that 
would not look upon the aforeſaid Vin- 
dication of a Witneſs, convicted - of | 
ſuch a manifeſt Self-contradiftion, . as 
frivolous and. inſignificant £ Yea, we 
have ſhewed already, upon another -ac- 
count, that on: ſuppoſition he contra- 
dicts himſelf. iz the way 1enþff upen, all 
his Arguments grounded cither upon 
Authority, or meer Reaſon (if he has 
.any ſuch ) wherewith he pretends'to 
make good the Charges caſt upon us, 
arefalſe, or impertinent, .The -fame- is 
to. be affirmed of whatever he'ſhall here- 
afcer obje againt our Church: in-mat- 
ters of. Faith ; as long as he holds it to 
be a True Church. For nothing can: be q 
objected againſt our. Church. in- that | 
kind, which does not contradict|.the 
forementioned Principle, 
Now *tis very. pretty - to. conſider, 
how the Dr. ſports with the forementj- 
-Zpned inſtance of a Witneſs, whereof 1 
made uſe; grounding all his 'quibbles 
upon ſo groſs an ignorance, as 1s-to-con- 
found Parities. with #dentiries, and the 
being 
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being one thing like to another , with 
being the ſame « which Topick is very 
frequent m 'the Dr.'s Books. For, be- 
cauſea Witneſs muſt make an Afida- 
vit before the Maſters of the Chancery, 
he preſently fancies, that a Writer of 
Controverſies, ſuppoſing this parity to 
be good, muſt make an Afidavir, and 
no other Obligation will ſuffice him, be. 
fore Maſters of the Court of Contro- 


'verfies: and becauſe whatever is ſaid 


by a Witneſs at the Bar, is taken upon 
bis Oath, he'imagins, in che ſame ſup- 
polition, that whatever a Writer of 
Controverſieſaies, muſt be taken alſo 
upon his Oath, and in no other manner : 
and becauſe a Witneſs ;- who ſands 
Convicted to have forſworn himſelf, 


' according to the Laws of this Kingdom, 


is to be ſet in the Pillory, p. 27. with his 
Accuſation-on his Forehead, he imagines 
himſelf, as being proved guilty of Self- 
contradiction, to be ſet in the Pillory, 
with this Accuſation on his foreheag, 
Dr. Stillingfleet againſt Dr. Stilling fleet ; 
not being able to conceive, that any o- 
ther puniſhment can be inflicted upon 
one, - who contradicts himſelf in mat- 

| D & cis 
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ters of moment. Are not theſc Fancies 
of Dr. Se. wonderfully witty ? | what 
{oe Stuff will the Dr. make with Scrip. 
ture, wherein Chriſt is compared to a 
Worm, to a Door, toa Lamb, to Ly- 
on, and to ſeveral ather things, infinite- 
ly below his Greatneſs, if he be permit- 
ted to uſe this manner of quibbling, and 
to make identities, of parities, or Pa- 
rables. 

Had not the Dr. made it his Study 
not to underftand us, he might clearly 
have ſeen, that what we intended by the 
aforcſaid inſtance was, that whoever 
ſtangs convicted to have Contradicted 
himſelf moſt notoriouſly in matters of 
ſo great concern, as thoſe of Religion 
are, deſerves no credit ſhould be given 
him in ſach matters, till he has recanted 
his Errovr ; which the Dr. himſelf does 
grant. I am not acquainted with the 
Stile of the Erobiſh Church, nor of our 
Univerſities ; yer I conceive, that there 
would be no abſurdity, nor any thing 
done contrary-to the practice: of other 
Countries, and Univerſities, that Dot 
ors of Divinity, and publick Preach- 
ers, ſhould take their Oath, to _ 
an 
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and Preach the Truth in matters of Re- 
ligion : And in this Caſe, ſhould they 
palpably contradict themſelves , n 


' would be guilty of Perjury. And thoug 


they do not take their Oaths, yet a na- 
tural Obligation lies upon every one, 
net to commit groſs ContradiQtions in 
matters of ſo high concern. 

' Some there are, who though they 
confeſs, that the way we have taken is 
ſufficient to confound our' Adverſaries ; 
yet becauſe they think we argue ad bo- 
minew, they do not look upon this way 
as effectual, toclear the Roman Church 
from the Aſperfions caft upon her ; For 
Arguments ad hominem are good tocon- 
found an Adverfarie, but not to evince 
the Truth. 

To this I Anfwer, that an Argument 
ad bominem, properly ſpeaking, is, when 
one proceeds vpon a Principle, which 
he judges to be falſe; yet becauſe it is 
granted by his Adverſary , he endea- 
vours to confute him thereby. As for 
example, when a Catholick argues a-" 
gainſt a Proteſtant, out of fuch Verſi- 
ons of the Proteſtant Bible, which are 
falſe, and contrary to the Chatholick 

Bible, 
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Bible, to confute the - particular Tenets 
of Proteftancy : whence I conclude, 
that the way I madeuſe of againſt Dr. 
Se. was not properly ad hominem ; For 
I proceeded upon a Principle, which I 
my ſelf; with all other Rowan-Catholicks, 
and ſeveral others of different profeſſi- 
ons, hold to be true ; viz. The Roman 
Church s5 a trne Church; and. which is 
granted by Dr. Sz. Neither is it of any 
concern, that ſome deny the Roman 
Church to be a true Church ; For if- all 
Arguments are ad hominem, which. are 
grounded upon ſome premiſe, that is 
denied by ſome, almoſt all Arguments 
are ad homiem. For what is there, that 
ſome , do not deny? Should I have de- 
feated all. Dr. Se. 's ObjeQtiong out of 
plain Scripture, 'admitted both by him 
and us, no body could rationally have 
objected, that I did argue only ad homs- 
yew, or ſlight. my proofs upon that ac- 
count: and yet how | many are there, 
that deny the very Scripture; which 

we, and Dr. $:. agree upon 
To cloſe up therefore the firſt part of 
my Reply ; By what hitherto has.been 
Jaid down, it evidently appears ,-that 
os 
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072 ſuppoſition Dr. St. contraditts bimſelf 
inthe way 1 nſitt upon, not only all the 
Charges, of Idolatry, Fanatiſciſme, dan- 
ger of Salvation in our Communion, 
and Diviſions in-matters of Faith, which 
he pretends to faſten upon. our Church, 
fall ro nothing ; but alſo all the proofs, 
whether drawen from Authority , or 
Reaſon, wherewith he endeavours to 
make good ſuch Charges, are invalida- 
ted, and annull'd : which is all I did 
pretend in my Anſwer to the Dr. and 
whether this be not a ſufficient Anſwer 
to his Book, I leave to the judgment of 
any judicious man whatſoever. Yea the 
Dr. himſelf, being Conſcious (as it 
ſeems ) how ill a cauſe he had, ſhould 
he grant himfelf guilty of Self-contra- 
diction in matters of ſo great Concern; 
paſſing to the ſecond part of his pretend- 
cd Anſwer, faies thus, pay. 17. 7 bad beſt. 
ſtand upon my defence, and utterly diny 
chat I bave' contradifted my ſelf in any 
thing, in which | Ws. has charged me. 
And to paſs alſo unto the ſecond part of 
my Reply, let's now conſider, how he 
does vindicate himſelf from the Contra- 
fictions charged upon him. 

CHAP. 
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CHAP. IV. 
The Evaſions of the Dr. to clear himſelf 
from | Self- contradiion, in Charging 


che Roman Church with [dolatry ; 
Examined. 


(_ the \clearing himſelf 
from ContradiRion, in imputing 
to the Roman Church Idolatry, and yet 
granting her to be a True Church, he 
ſatcs, pag. 18. That he never vinaicated 
the Charch of Rome from , in his 
Defence ;of Archbiſhop. Lawd ; which 
is the: Book, wherein he confeſſes the 
Church of 'Rome to be a true Church. But 
what does he mean by ſaying, That be 
never vinditated the Church of Rome 
from Iaolatry ? does he mean, that he 
never wrikaby Treatiſe on this Subject ? 
That] confeſs to be true. But ſure, to 
commit ContradiQtion 'tis not neceſlary 
to bave written Treatiſes in vindication 
of each, or either part of the Contra: 
diction. Had he ſaid in expreſs terms, 
The Church of Rome 5s 4 true Church, 

and 
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and is not a true Church, would he not 
have Contradicted himſelf, unleſs he 
had publiſhed Books, or Treatiſes, in 
defence of the one or the other part of 
fuch a palpable ContradiCtion, as this ? 
To Contradict- ones ſelf 'tis enough to 
affirm, and to deny the ſame thing , al- 
though he has never writ, or produced 
Arguments to prove the one or the other 
part. Does he therefore mean, thar in 
defence of Archbiſhop Lawd, he has 
nor laid down any Principle, nor afferted 
any thing; which, if true, does not 
clear the Church of Rome from Idotatry : 
and conſequently contradicts the Charg 
he laies upon her, in his Diſcourſe of 
dolatry ? This I have ſhewn to be falſe; 
becauſe in the Defence of Archbiſhop 
Lawd, he grants the Church of Rome to 
be a true Church : which conceſſion does 
evidently clear her from Idolatry , 
wherewith he charges her in his other 
Book : neither has he yet vindicated 
himſelf from this Contradiction; as we 
ſhall ſee by examining the fhifts, where- 
by he pretends to clear himſelf, pap. 18. 
He adds in the ſame place, that it fell 
out very happily, that in his Defence of 
Arch- 


Se 5. | 

Archbiſhop ZLawd, pag: 596.606. he had 
made a Diſcourſe to the ſame purpoſe, 
*= proving the Church of Rowe guilty of 
Idolatry, in the Invocation: of Saints, 
and the Worſhip of Images. But what 
does this help to ſhew, that . what he 


ſaics in his Defence of Archbiſhop Lawd 


does not contradict what he Aerts in 
his Diſcourſe of Idolatry; which is his 
main deſign in- the preſent Anſwer ? Is 
not this, as if one ſhould have affirmed, 
what Dr. Sr. ſaies inone part of his De- 
fenſe of the Archbiſhop , does contraditt 
what he ſaies in another part of the ſame 
Book. Therefore what he ſaies in his De- 
fence x the Archbiſhop, does not contra- 
dift what he aſſerts in bis Diſcourſe of 1 

atry ? Is not Dr. Se. like to have a 
good cauſe, if ſuch Inferences as theſe 
be warrantable. To. contradict himſelf 
in the very ſelf ſame Book is more de- 
feſtable, and can be no medium . to 
prove, that he does not contradict him- 
ſelf in different Books. Neither was I 
ignorant of the forementioned contra- 
diction, committed by him in his former 
Book : but becauſe my Deſign in Dr. 
Stilling fleet againſt Dr. Stilling fleet was, 


to 
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to annul the Charges laid upon the Ro- 
»an Church in his Diſcourſe of Idola- 
try, I took notice only of the Contra- 
diction betwen his former Book. and 
latter Diſcourſe; .never intending to 
deny, that in the ſame book he did con- 
tradict himſelf, For the Dr, does ſo ſtuff 
up his works with Contradictions, that 
it is not neceſſary to turn over many 
Books, nay nor many Chapters , nor 
( ſometimes ) many leaves, to meet 
with them. 

He ſaics farther in the ſame page 18. 
that I do not pretend to gather out of 
his Books any Contradiftion in Terms, Or 
a Formal. Affirmation and Neg ation of the 


ſame Obje&; but only by Conſequence : 


and I deſire to know of him, whether, if 
I do ſhew, as I have already ſhewn, 
That what he aflerts in his Rational Ac- 
count, does by good Conſequence con- 
tradict, and annul the Charges laid up- 
on us in his Diſcourſe of Idolatry ; All 
thoſe Inferences mentioned above , 
which follow from Self-contradiction 5:2 
the way Tinſit upon, do not by good con- 
ſequence fall heavy.upon. him ? and if” 
ſo, whether this be not enough to con- 
futehim?* To 


To declare the better the inanity of 
theſe Evaſions he makes uſe of, to Vin- 
dicate himſelf from Contradictions ; let 
us put cafe, that one, who heretofore 
had- confeſt Dr. Se. to be an Honeſt 
man; ſhould now, upon ſome pick, al- 
though retaining yet the former good 
opinion of his honeſty, affirm him to 
beaKnave; and that ſome of the Dr.'s 
Friends, to vindicate him from fo foul 
an Afperſion, ſhould charge his Adver- 
ſary, as juſtly they might, wich Con- 
tradition, in affirming Dr. Se. to be an 
Honeſt man, and yeta Knave; can he, 
or any one clſe, imagin, that ſuch a 
man would fufficiently clear himſelf 
from the Crime of ContradiQtion, by 
ſaying, That be never vindicated the Hy- 
nefty of Dr. St. althougb he has heretofore, 
and did flill, bold him to be an Hone#t 
man; That it had happily fallen ont, that 
wken heretofore be acknowledged bim to be 
an honeſt man, even at the ſame time he 
had publiſhed bim for a Knave ; and final- 
ty, that to ſay be is an Honeſt man, and 
yer 4 Knave, is no Formal ContradiCtion 
n terms, ; ſince be does not Formally ſay 
that be is, and 3s not, an Honeſt man ; or 


affirm, 
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affirm, -and deny the ſame thing ? This 
Caſe is parallel to the Vindication Dr. 
$t. makes here for himſelf; and.ſo clear, 
that any one, without difficulty, may 
make the Application: And yer there 
is no. more..ContradiQion in affirming 
that one is/an Honeſt man, and yet a 
Knave, than in ſaying, That the ſame 
Church ts' a True Church, and yer Ido- 
latrous:\ and the Contradiction in 
both Cafes is ſo palpable, that ir ap- 
pears to any one, who underſtands what 
he ſaies, without needing to draw it out 
by Conſequences; 

In the next page, in order to the fars 
ther clearing himſelf from Sclf-contras 
diction, pag. 19. he carges me with Dif 
ingenuity ;. becauſe ( forſooth)) as he 
ſaies, / barely oppoſe a judgment of Charity 
| concerning our Church,(ſuch he tiles this 
Concethon of his, The Roman Church 1s 
a true Church) to « judgment of Reaſon 
concerning. the nature of Aitions: and 
ſach he will needs have this his Aﬀertion 
to be, The Roman Church is an Idolatrom. 
Church, Is not this a pretty way to ſave 
all Contradictions, ler them be never ſo 


palpable Þ For, in all Gontradictions the 
| E one 
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6iic- part is : favourable; which -uvpon 
thaat ccount-may be called a Judgment 
of-Charity , or Kindneſs; and conſe. 
quently , according to. this. excellent 
Principle of Dr. Sz. cannot . without 
Diſingenuiry, be put.in oppoſition to the 
other part, which is grounded,.or pre- 
tended to be grounded, upon other. re- 
ſpects; for both parts of a Contradicti- 
6n cannot have the ſame enducements. 
Suppoſe , 'that Dr. Sr. had expreſsly 
Sranted The Roman Church to be, and not 
fo. be an Idelatrays Church ;( which, ſure, 
is to grant palpable Contradictions, if it 
15:poſſible;, "that there ſhould: be any 
fuch ) would'the Dr. in this Cafe thisk 
i ſatisfactory Anſwer to ſay, That the 


one -of theſe 'Judgments is of Charity, 


ahd the other of Reaſon? and that ac- 
eordingly, one cannot be-oppotite to 
the other and 'to urge the inſtance pro- 
duced. above,” ſhould one. be charged 
with Self-contradiction, for” afſerting 
Dr. Se. tobe an Honeſt.man, and yet a 
Knave, certainly no prudent perfon can 
think,” that ſuch a one would ſufficiently 
clear himſelf by ſaying, That he grant. 
ed him to be-an: Honeſt man out cov 
s ; ind- 
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kindneſs, but that he affirmed him to be 
a Knave upon good: and' ſolid Reaſon : 
and that therefore no body could, with: 
out difingenuity oppoſe the one Judg- 
ment 'againft the, other. Theſe pittiful 
ſhifrs of Dr. St. make one exclaim, 
O how unhappy a thing it is to engage in 
a bad Cauſe ! What will not ſome ſay, 1a- 
ther than unſay themſelves, and confeſs 
their Errours! | 

Again, either Dr, $:. thinks this Con- 
ceſhon''of his, The Roman Obutth 1s 4 
true Church, to be grounded upon good, 
and folid Reaſon, as really it is, or he 
does not "think 'it ſuch t now if he 
think it ſuch, it is' not a  Judge- 
ment of Charity only; but of Reafon 
alſo; and confequently , he unjuſtly 
charges me with difingenuity, for op- 


poſing a Judgment of meer Charity a- 


gainſt a Judgment of Reaſon; fince both, 
in kis opinion, are Judgments of Rea- 
ſon. If he does not think this his Con- 
ceſſion to be grounded upon Reaſon, 
how can it be a Judgment of true, and 
real Charity? Can it be true Charity to 
rell us, That we are in a true way to 
Salvation, That our Church does not 

K'3 teach 
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teach us any damnable Errour, or any 
thing deſtructive to'our Eternal Well. 
fare; -and yet'to tel} us all this, with- 
out any Reaſon-to- think it ſo? Such 2 
Charity of this,-if it muſt be-called fo, 
is rather a :meer- Chear, than Charity. 


Nay, fince the Dr. has deelared himſelf 


an. implacable.. Enemy. to' the [Roman 
Church, beſpattering her with ſo many 
foul Aſperſions, 'tis not. credible, he 
would grant her. to be a True Church, 
_ did not good, and ſolid Reafons force 
him thereunto : and-wehave ſcen above, 
that the very ſame grounds, whereby 
he precends to eftabliſh the Truth of the 
Proteftant Church ;; evince alſo the 
Truth: of the; Rowan Church. So that 
he muſt either confeſs, That he grants 
his own Church to' be true out of meer 
Charity, without apy ſolid ground for 
' to grant it; or he muſt acknowtedge 
Our Church to be a true Church upon 
200d, and folid Reaſons, arleaſt in his 
Opinjon. 

. And becauſe. Dr. St. and his Afﬀoct- 
ates do fo often vapour of their Charity, 
in allowing Roman-Catholicks a poſſibili- 
ty of. Salvation; endeavouring ( wo 
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of them} thence to prove, That their | 
Religion is better than ours, which does 
not allow ſo much to Protettants, 'twill 

not be amiſs, to examin the depth of _ 
this their Charity : and ſure, if we con- 
fider, how thoſe, who deny our Church 
to be a true Church, are puzzled, and 
to whatſhifts they are pur, conceraing 
the continuation of the True Church for 
ſo many years. before Luther, and Cal: 
vin; their Eccleſiaſtical Juriſdiction , 
and ſeveral other points of higheſt con- 
cern, objected againſt them; we may 
prudently believe, that when they ac- 
' {knowledge our Church to be a true 
Church, they do it not ſo muchout of 
any kindneſs they have for us; as for 
their own proper Intereſt, and Concern. 
Again, if that Religion has the great- 
eſt Charity, and upon that account is 
to be held for the beſt Religion, that 
makes the way of Salvation wideſt, the 
Religion of the Libertines, and Latitu- 
dinarians, who affirm all Religions to be 
true, and ſufficient to Salvation, whe- 
ther Chriſtianiſm, 7udaiſm,” Paganiſm, or 

Aahometiſm, would be the beſt »f all. 
Religions: which certainly Dr. Ss, will 
3 n2ver 
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never grant, :althougtr he burns with ſo 
great Charity,. Moreover, leaving both 
parties; Catholicks and Proteſtants, to 
their proper Tenets, 'tis greater Chari- 
- ty in Catholicks towards Proteſtants, to 
tell them they-are in the wrong, than in 
Proteſtants towards. Catholicks , to tell 
them they arc in the right, orin_ a true 
way. to' Salvation. For the moſt that 
Proteſtants can effect in Catholicks with 
this their Conceſſion, is to encourage 
them to go on with more alacrity in the 
way, wherein they are ; ſince they ſee, 
that even- their greateſt Enemies do 


grant them to be ina true way to Hea- + 


ven: when as Catholicks, by telling 
Proteſtants they-are 1n the wrong, may 
bring many of them to theright, : and 
ſave them from Damnation : Since the 

cannot but be much moved, ſeeing that 
fo many Learned men, who are ten to 
one for: Proteſtants, do affirm with ſo 
great aſſeveration, and conſtancy, pro- 
gucing ſeveral ſolid grounds, in proof of 
what they affirm, That Proteſtants are in 
the wrong way. And beyond. debate it 
is. far greater Charity to ſave: one from 
Damnatian, than” only to _— 
. 25 im 
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him 'to obtain his-Salvation + So- it'is 
greater Charity to tell -one, whom we . 
know to be out of the way, That he is' 
in the wrong; than to tell one, whom 
we know to be in the true way, That 
he is in the right: Becauſe the one, un- 
leſs he be told of his Errour, will pro- 
bably go on, and never come whither 
he intended : when as the other, encou-' 
raged by our advice, will only come 
ſooner to his journey's End + whither he 
would have arrived, although we had 
told him nothing, : 

Beſides, when our Adverſaries are 
pinched with the inferences we deduce 
from this their Conceſhon, they do ſo 
mince, and clip their Charity, that it 
ſcarce retains any ſhew or mark thereof, 
ag appears by what Archbiſhop Zawa, 
Dr, Stillingfleet, and others, afſert in 
this matter. For they ſay, That all Lear- 
ned-men among us are damned, if they 
continue in Communion with the Ro- 
wan Church : Nay the ſame they affirm 
of all thoſe, who underſtand the pre- 
tended Abſurdities, they are pleaſed to 
oppoſe againſt us : which in their opini. 
on areſo clear, and manifeſt, that ng 
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| hody, who is not. a meer Fool, or a 
Madman, and conſequently in a condi- 
tion not capable of Malice, may caſi- 
ly underſtand them That ſcarce any 
one'is ſaved amongſt us; That-only an 
invincible ignorance, which is not eaſily 
prefumed in-matters ſo clear, ( as they 
will needs have our Errours to be, and 
wherein every one is ſo much con- 
cern'd ) can excuſe vs from- eternal 
Dammation : That we are all flat Idola- 
ters, and as grofs, as the groſſeſt of the 
zgeathen; and by conſequence, That this 
Propoſition, A Roman-Catholick may-be 
faved, hath no more truth-in it than-this, 
An 1aolgter may be ſaved : Finally, that 
Roman-Catholicks -may . be ſaved upon 
condition they repent of their Errours; 
as alſo 7ews, Turks, and Pagans may be 
ſaved upon the like Condityjon,.. 

, Now if we compare with theſe their 
Afﬀertions concerning Reman Catholicks, 
what we affirm of Proteſtants, in order 
fo their Salvation or Damnation, -we 
ſhall evidently, ſee, that there is little or 
no difterence between us and them-in 
relation to this point ; and that they 
have no cauſe to make ſuch bravegoys 
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of - thejr Charity towards us. - For: be-- 
tween theſe two Propoſitions , ſcarce 
any one.is ſaved, and: all are damned, 
there is ſo ſcant a difference; that there 

is yery little reaſon to boaſt thereof. 

Neither do we deny, but that ſome'Pro- 

| teſtgnts have an invincible ignorance of 
the Errours of their Religion; 'and con- 
.  ſequently upon that account are. no lefs 
|  excufable from Damnation, than-they 
ſay we are, Beſides, Catholicks do not 
 ] affirm, That thoſe Proteſtants, who. © by 
| arc ina condition not capable of Malice; +340 
| 25 meer Fools, Madmen,: and Chit- "o 

j- dren, are more liable to damnation, 
' than Catholicksof the ſame condition x 
Yet farther, we never aſſert that this 
Propoſition Proteſtants are damned, has 
more truth in it, than this , Idolaters 
are damned : and conſequently it is as 
true, That a Proteſtant may be ſaved, 
as that an Idolater may be ſaved. Nei- 
ther do we deny, but Proteſtants may 
be ſaved if they repent. Where then is 
the difference. between their Charity 
and ours, that may give them any cauſe 
of Vapouring ? ; 
In Fine, if things be well conſidered, 
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it-will manifeſtly appeare, "That Pro; 


reftants damn more Catholicks , than 
Catholicks dos Proteſtants. For it is 
certain, that there are 'at' leaſt twenty 
Roman-Catholicks in the world for one 
Proteſtant of the Exg/iſþ Church; with 
which is our 'preſent debate. Now 
ſince they affirm, that ſcarce any Carho- 
lick is ſaved, let's put the caſe, that on. 
ly one in twenty is ſaved, and all the 
reſt are damned ; according to this 
computation,” they damn nineteen, 
where we damn one; Suppoſing that 
we damn all Proteftants , or believe 
them to be damned, if they continue 
in that Profeffion ; and they ſcarce ſave 
any Chatholick, or believe him to be 
ſaved, it he lives and dies in the Com- 
munion of. the Roman Church. So that 
concerning the Damnation, or Salvati- 
on of Contrary Party, we have more 
reaſon to glory. of our Charity, than 
they. And hence evidently appears the 
inanity ' of their pretended Charity, 
which they often caſt in our Teeth ; 
this being 4-common/ Topick, whence 
they have framed many Sermons, and 
Diſcourſcs againſt vs. - 

- | Yet 
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Yet I cannot deny, butthat the Chaz 
rity of Dr." Sz. is enhanced to'a high.de- 
grec : For he has made the bounds of the 
True Church ſo wide, that it contains 
not. only the moſt notorious Hereticks; 
but alſo the greateſt Idolaters. Was it 
not therefore very illdone of me, t6 
make ſo bad a uſe of fo wonderful a 
Charity? And all this he does out of 
his exceeding great kindneſs: for Prote- 
ſtant Religion 3. and becauſe the cannot 
find a way, how to bring her within 
the verge of the True Church, without 
letting in with her the grofſeſt Idolaters 
of the world, both in Doctrine. and 
Practice. But whether Proteſtants will 
think themſelves bound to render the 
Dr. Thanks for his exceſs of his Chari- 
ty, 1 leave it to the judgment of the 
Learned, and Zealous men amongft 
them. One ſtep only is wanting, tq 
make this Charity perfect indeed; and 
that is, to enlarge the Pale of the True 
Church ſo far, as that it may take m 
flat Atheiſts : which he may do with as 
much eaſe, as he does other things. ©; 

[n the pages 19, 20» 21, 22, he min- 
gles many things, which do not tend'to 
prove 


, {109009 
prove, that he does not contradict him. 
ſelf, (which 'was the proper ſubject in 
this ſecend part of his Anſwer ) but on. 
ly, that on ſyppoſition he ſhould contra- 
dic himſelf in the way I infiſt upon, yet 
this would not be a ſatisfaftory anſwer, 
nor annull the Reaſons he produced in 
order to make good the charges he laies 
8gainſt us: All which has been already 
anſwered above in the firſt part of our 
Reply. As concerning his Vindication 
_ from Self-contradiGion, he ſaies, pag. 
20, 21 That by granting us a True 
Church, and yet charging us with Ido- 
latry, it does not follow, That he con- 
tradicts himſelf, but the only true con- 
ſequence is, That he thinks ſome kind 
of Idolatry conſiſtent with the Being of 
a True Church, For what ſhadow of Con- 
tradiftion i it (they are the Dr. 's words 


pay. 21. ) to ſay, That the Roman Church | 
3s 4 true Church, and yet 1s guilty of Ido- © 


latry, ſuppoſing be believes ſome ſort of 1do- 
latry, which is very ſinful, net tobe Por of 


ſo bigh a nature, as to unchurch thoſe that 
prattiſe it. A ſtrange Anſwer ! ſo that if 
one has ſogoqd an opinion of himſelf, 
( and who has not?) as to belieye, or 
| think, 
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think, that what he afhirms is, in ſome 
ſort, conſiſtent with what he denies, let 
him affirm or deny what he pleaſes, ac- 
carding to this admirable evaſion of Dr. 
Stillingfleet, he will be free from Self- 
contradiction : Whoever joynes two 
terms, that really contradit one ano- 
ther, whatever he thinks, he commits a 
Contradicion. Should one - affirm ano- 
ther to be a notorious Traitor, but yet a 
Loyal Subject, ( which is the inſtance a- 
bove inſinuated )) could the Dr. pru- 
dently ſay in this caſe, that ſuch a per- 
ſon did not contradict himſelf, but that 
the only true conſequence, that hence 
might be inferred, was, That he thoughe 
ſome ſort of notorious Treaſon to be 
conſiſtent with Loyalty? or could he 
juſtly exclaim, What ſhadow of Contra- 
dition is it to-ſay, That one 1s a notorious 
Traitor, but yet a Loyal Subjet; ſuppo- 
ſing that whoſaies this, believes ſome 
ſort of Treaſon, though very notorious, 
not to be yet of fo high a nature, as to 
deſtroy Loyalty? | 
Neither ſhould the Dr. have ſuppoſed 
pag. 22. (as he does ) but proved, that 
the Idolatry introduced by eroborm a- 
mong 


| (38) 

mong the 1/raclires, B not deſtructive 
tothe being of -a True Church. Several 
- Proteſtants, among other precedents, 
prducethe Church of ſrael, infected 
with the Jdolatry of 7Zereboam to ſhew, 
that the true viſible Ghurch: may. ceaſe : 
and .conſequently, they believed the 
Church of. ſrae/ to have ceafcd to be a 
true Church, by reaſon of the Idolatry 
ſhe committed z otherwiſe they could 
neyct have mage uſe of the ſaid inſtance 
to that intent'* and accordingly they 
look't upon that Idolatry, as deftructive 
to the. Being of a True Church. For 
how cana.Church ceaſe to be true, up- 
on the account'of an Idolatry, not de- 
ſtrucive to the Being ofa True Church ? 
Yea the Apoſtle, Rows. 11. Goes, not ob- 
ſcurely,, infiauate , that the 1dolatry 
practiſed by the 7ſraeiztes: did unchurch 
them ; yet. they 'were-not all infected 
therewith..For God told Elias, when he 
complained, that he was left alone in 1ſ- 
rael, that fever thouſaud of them had not 
bowed their knees unto Baal. 

\ The Evaſions' produced hitherto by 
the Dr..arc, as we have ſeen, ineffectual 
to clear. him from Self-contradiction ; 
an 
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and ſuchas, had they any force in them, 
would prove it impoſſible, that any one 
ſhould- contradict himſelf; eſpecially, 
if he believed he does'not;; which is e- 
vidently falſe, So that the Dr. to ſhew 
himſelf \guiltleſs of Selfscontradiction, 
takes the. ſame way.,” as if to prove 
himſelf an honeſt man, he ſhould alledge 
no'better Reaſons, than ſuch as prove, 
( if. they :prove any thing } that there 
have never been, nor are,/any Knaves 
in the world ;' but thatall are, and have 
been, honeſt men. But this is a com- 
mon Artifice of Dr. Sr. So that he may 
produce ſany Arguments that ſeem 
to prove his intent, he cares not what- 
ever elſe they prove with{the ſame force; 
and ſo he may ſhoot home, he matters 
not, how much he over ſhoots himſelf; 
thougt one may miſs as much of the 
mark by being gone, as by being ſhort. 
And although the Dr. has been adviſed 
of the Nullity of this manner of Argu- 
ing , according to that Maxime, an Ar- 
Cument that proves too much,. proves no- 
tbing, yet hitherto he has not thought it 

for his purpoſe to take notice of it. 
In the ſame page 22. the Dr. —_— 
| iat 
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that altbough they do allow the Church of 


Rome to be a:true Churth, they ate far 
from anderſtanding by that a Sound, or 4 
good Church: but mean no more by it, 
than asa man 11S a true man, though he 
| hath RED him. Neither did 
Tever ſay, (-Dr. $t. ag. Dr. St. pag 3.) 
that Dr: -S:, expreſsly affirmed, that 
our Church is a Sound Church, but only 
-that he granted it to be a True Church : 
whicl neither now does he deny , or 
queſtion. For, among other things, [ 


.alledged out ofthe Dr. m- order to this 


purpoſe, -1 affirmed, that he held our 
Church zo be @ true way to Heaven, but 
not a ſafe. way; which ſignifies here the 
ſame, as a ere Church, but rot a ſound 
Church., Now.Dr. Sz. does plainly con- 
feſs, that it is a Contradiction to ſay, 
"That, the Romar Church 1s a Sound 
Church, and yet an Jdolatrous Church : 
*which (viz. had be granted our Church 
.to be Sound. }: would be as he ſaies, p.23. 
the moſt proper ſenſe to found a Conmradilts- 
.on upon, in this matter of Iaolatry. For he 
-ftecly grants, that: all ſorts of Idolatry 
are inconbſtent with the Sounaneſs of a 
Church ; but not with the Truth there- 
of, | Where- 


ail wow ec. £A ew ws we 


Wherefore, if I can evince, That all ] 
ſorts of Tdolatry are at Teaft thatTort of 
Idolatry, which he faſtensupon Roman- 
Catholicks, is deſtructive, not only to 
the Sourdneſs, butralfo to the'Truch of | 
s. Church, and. that an- Idotatrous 
'Church;is not as. a.mun fick. of the 
Plague, who may retain the-Eſſentials 
of a man: if (I ſay) I can evince © 
this, it© willbe a contradiction, tfor ph- 
Iy\to fay, That the Rowan: Churchs a 
Sound Church, und yet an dolatrior ; 
but alfo: to affirm, ; Thar--the _Roxar: 
Church is a True Church, - andyert: Jto> 
larons; at leaſt withiſuch a kind of:Ido- 
latry, us Dr. Sr.-laies upon no -for 
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 teſtants,. who:bad ibeen pleaſed to:\per- 
-uſe-it, werefofirmly: perſwaded; that 
dhere 1s.2a:pglpeble> Gentradiction;be- | 
- teen theſe. tiwo)Rtapoſitions, The-:$4- 
2wian ChurchqyacTrbe:Church,: The \R4- 
man Church 1s an Iaolatrous Churgh 3: #nd 
being moreover ſenſible, what an affront 
it is for any one eſpecially for Lerned 
men, to grant, and perſiſt to grant pal- 
pable Contradictions, they would ne- 
ver believe, that Dr. Se, whem they 
yhad 
ever granted the two forementioned | 
Propoſitions. Beſides, they being not 
able to deny, but that he aſſerted The 
Roman Church to be an Idslatrous Church, 
Jeeing he had written a a” of 
% tnat 
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that Subjec jthey conchided that.he bad. 
never.granted The Raman Churth to' bed 
True Church, although, quoted out of 
bim ſeveral olain placts.2o that intent.) 

But now Dr. St. has dvne mejuſtice,: 
and has cleared all doubts, 1 if any-mighit> 
be .in-.this-: rnatter ;,.  ingenuoully CON? 
{cſſng, that he has hergtofare,,and does:. 
ſill affirm Tie: Roman Churghte be atrus: 
Church. .And why ſhould he plainly con-' 
feſs, that he. had affirmed: any ſuch thingy 
ſo diſadvantagious unto? him; were id! 


not ſo manifeſt he had done. ſoy thatlit 


could not be queltioged#.; feſpecially,; 
when he.is forced to, wade himſelf dll 
the waies he can to diſentungle the:con-” 
tradiction objected agatyſt.him;; wherex; 
as had. he never. granted :the, Ronham : 
Chnrch to be atrue. Church, -all appear- 
ance of. Self- contradi@zog, 49 this porae 
would have vaniſhed, | of 
Nay; . he confirms, Beto) the ſame- 
Dodtrine;ia, ſeveral, places, of this his: 
Examination: 'of my Book., For j pag. 21s 
he ſajes thus; We acknowledg that they, 
(Roman: Catholic ks ). fil regain the £mn- 
damental, Articles of th Ghrftian Fonbs, 
T hat there is uo <ifpett em them and: 
dos 


Rs ET. 
19. about the Triie God, and bis Son, 7e- 
 ſrr:Chriſt, as to his Death; Reſurrefts- 

on; and Glory, and being the' proper Ob- 
jetF of Divine Worſhip. We yeild, that they 
have true Baptiſm among them, in the name 
of ithe Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt : and 
we looking upon thefe, as the Eſſentials of 

&. ue Churth,' do upon that account own 
that Church to be ſo. Where, without 
doubt he judges the points here menti- 
ened to be allthe Fundamental and Ef- 
ſential points of 'a'true' Church : other- 
wiſe -he woukd'not own our Church to 
be; a true Churchipreciſely, becauſe ſhe 
hblds the foretmentioned points. For a 
Ghurch that fails but m one Effential 
point of a true Church, alrhovgh ir be 
thetcaſt of all, isno true Church. 

"EF And here. by the way I cannot bor 
- Advertiſe, that Dr, Sr. without ( per- 
haps ) refleCting on it, has ſet 'down a 
particular Catalogue of alf the Funda- 
mental potnts' 'of | the Truc Religion : 
wk ptoteſtants commonly are loth to 

0," Po oy DINE | 

= 23: he faies, Thoſe which we ac- 
cone the Eſſentials f4 Church, we deny 
nop'to 3t,-thatis,to the Church of Rowe : 

Aon an 
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and a'Church, that be LT All the Eſſen - 
wrals of a-true' (Church: muſt tideds be ſo, 
In the fame. place he compares our 
Church; over-run; as he faies, with ſus | 
Corr uptions #11 Worſvip, to a man that - 
the Plague upon him; who: yet fill Fo. 
mains a true man. Par. 22..when we 4- 
low ( faies he) the Church of Rome tobe 
a True Church, we art far from under- 
flending by that « ſound," or good Churchi:. 
which Eoidy expreſsly fenific, that he 
and his Partizans allow our Church to 
be a True Church : which is all we now 
pretend. But more at large he confirms 
this DoCtrine, pag. 29. S. 4., where ke 
has in the Margin theſe words, 1s what 
ſenſe the Church of Rome 5s. owned by hs 

and other Proteftants as a true Chur 
which manifeſtly imports, that they 
own her as ſuch, Pag. zo. he ſpeaks du 
Whatever Church owns, thoſe i ings, wh 

are Antecedently ec ecefſary to the TS 

a Charch, cannot ſo long ceaſe to be atzup 
Church * "and. in the fame:-page, +4 
diately before, he inſmuates, that thoſe 
things only are «Church, POTS 


to the'Being of a'Church, which 
quired to-be believed in order to Tau 
F 3 tion : 


« 


" Father very ofcen, { VpPo 
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din -and iÞ42, 33 . he ſaies,,; Nothing 


ought to be owned, agneceſſary te Salvation 
Chris Mio Toa. ſuch things 
which by all thoſe. Societies (6. 6, Chri- 
Atian SORES and confequently by. the 
Joys Of ureh, who's one of them.) 
are abky mee d antecedently, neceſbary te 
the Fring, ofthe Catholic Church; PET. 32 
8 ha 7 Fand confe ed he'made bee 
_ e ). the Sngpeng, Creeds. of tbe;Cathd: 
Tick Churc b-tbe be 'medſure,o af che Cech 
Which are believed) 0: be Anecefiary to, Sakvas 
Tron : and conſequently..were ſuffcicar 
to conſtitute the;Efſcnce, and Being of 
a True Chbtch, Now "tis.evident, nei- 
ther doth' Dy. Fe. Ever Ry a iz; but 
1; That” the 

{da Church doth, c — the. Ancy- 
011 Cretds of bh A ViakCheeh where- 
Ke Sd ibg ta Dr.:Se, 's.conſti- 


Ne Rely fk the Church of 


Y af wr? « ſential. Dolt- 
which ry at. -MeAN 
EGS Chen inally, 
HA erp wie b Dr. di- 
1-E9? the; 2h ang 
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9Nndoefs of a Church,>und; he feverab 
thwtS grants; thatoour: Church: hilds- all. 
that tx: #equifite to tbe Eſſence of 'a Tue" 
Chureh,z But ihe:denits;; that ſhehalds: 
olthatis netefſatyitoithe Sourdneſs of a 
Church +;i Neitheri did; Tever' alledge> 
Dr. Stator the contrary ;c "aSaoverK In 
GnvpIEd; 2100717 veces! 4 
» Hence 1s evidently concluded, 'char it! 
is-the unqueſtionable Sentiment: of: Dr: 
LYRE that the Roangay Church, ever as: 
it is| new in-:the: Word; is;a7 True 
Ghurch, retaining all the Z/ſenrial, und 
Fundamental Points of Chriſtian 'FPamth's* 
All, which;I-have; fayed:,/: not” becaufe* 
Dr. Sr, did;ever deny: it; but Hecanſer 
ſame, of, hierends!could frarte believes 
that h&,;-wſhmo had 'endeavoured with all 
his;; ſtrength; to, prove: the Church-of 
Remi \guilty' of Jdalatry., ſhould nots 
withſtanding hold her, to - be a' Tae 
Church,..,yce more-:concerning this: in' 
his Anſwer to.my Book ; pag. 40,4142; 
Wherefore ſince it cannot be ueſtioned: 
bye; that, Dr.; Sr; has" heretofore',! and” 
does ſtill allow theſe two Propofittons, 
The.Roman Church's a/True Church, The. 
Paws -Gburch 1s: ani Tdolatroms: Chareb,' 
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wa comerioiv: to, examin, whether the 
lugtcr:. Propoſition: comtradicts- the for- 
wer? which: Dr. St, rh but we 
dv prove inthe following Diſcourſe. + 

& 16 the Rowan Church: holds any Fun- 
damenital, or Efſential-Errour in matters 
ofFaith; ivis:no.Frut Church, For it ig 
certain, that ſome Errours are ſufficient 
to ugchurch a Community, and de- 
ruftive: ts. the-very! Being of a True 
Chnreh: atherwife a: Congregation that 
holds there is:no- God; might yet be a- 
True Church: and- if any Errovrs be 
ſuch;fbre fach are alt Fondamental, and 
ESential Errours. For ocroues in mar- 


did:into * etenmentiv 
ibto:Non-fundamental, or Non:efſeatial. 
Thefe later they. affirm ro be conſiſtent 
wittithe Efſence,: and: Being of a True 
Church ; but not with the - Soundneſs 
thercof.: "But the former are deftruftive, 
rot::.only. to the-Soundneſs, but alſo to 
wery Eftence ofa 'Frue Church. So that 
whoever faics, that ſuch a Church 4s 2 
Edile, Churoh:, « buciyor that ſhe» holds 
forme: Bundambnrgl-Ewonrs, he -eorn= 
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mits a manifeſt ContradiQtion, as if he 
ſhould fay, ſuch a Church is, and'is not 
True. Upon this account - thoſe Prote» 
ſtants,, who-grant the Rowan' Church ro 
be-a True Church, bat yet depraved 
with ſeveral Errours, to ſave themſelves 
from Self-contradiction, commonly af- 
firm, that the Errours of the Romer 
Church are not Fundamental, nor Effer- 
tial, but” only inferiour- Errours: Nen- 
fundamental; and Non-effential: 

Again, ifhe- Romer Church holds a- 
ny Errour, neceſſarily deſtro&tive toany 
Fundamental-, or Effentiat ' Pojnt of 
Faith, ſhe muſt needs hold-a Fradamen- 
tal, and Eſſential Errour in mitters of 
Faith. This is alfo evident; neither can 
Dr. Se. deny it. For an Erroyr is de- 
nominated Fundamental, or Non-funda- 
mental; Eflential, or Non eſſential; from 
the nature and quality of the Truth, 
wherewith it is inconſiſtent : 'al-Errour 
being inconſiſtent with fome Truth. So 
that if the Truth, or any ofthe Truths, 
wherewith ſuch an Errour is incooſift,” 
ent, be Fundamental or , Efſential, the 
Errour muft ' nceds be Fundamentyl Ge 
Effential : But if none of them be Fon. 

damental, 


(6 
amental, neither wo Yo Error. be: Fun 
__ Now: the) inconſiſtency. of a; 
Propofition' with: its contradictory, of 
of an;Exrour. with the: Txvth, oppoſite! 
therunto, dyes - got confft;)in-that-an | 
Exrqur..dges;; abſolytely-:$6firoy- the 
Eruth init (elf, wherewith:it: 1s'ſaig\ta} 
be inconliſtens : For. js certain this Er- 
roncous, Judgment yo Ther: 5s: wo! Got) 
doeynotgeftroy-therTrurh, of its. Conw: 
rradictony;. There 65/4 (4d : \por-n.that;\ 
be, who gives an.aſlcox co.'the gng part, 
ot poſſibly at.the gh time givehis:: 
ent 0 the FOnnary parti; Qtherwiſe” 
poſſible, fax, any. one.to! 
Contradict HEPart -which.is manifeſt; 
I lss. 33Dr. 6 hill dogs too 997 


"SEES, 


or .in that tc! Re the. ne 


=" deſtrayes, the-Fruth, of the! . 


Rs that. if, the Errour, which i i; 
Geol, d.ccaſe to bean Error. thacontre., 
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ffnQive' to! any Funddmerital Poing, | 
unmediately,; or formally, f{or1h expreſs! 
Lerms;}i28This Error9i/Tihere? 35” no: God; 
is deftruftive to'this Fundamental] point, 
There is a' God; but only: mediately; 
and by ConTequencesi; + becauſe they'de- 
ſtray. immediately,” ſomething; , where-: 
with fore Fundamental point is necef{a-» 
rity.connexed;;:. wiiich; being once=dee' 
firoyed; fuoh a: 'Furidamental p%int:muſt 
receſlarily fall: as,-ſuppoſihg thar- it is 
+ Fundameiital point. of: Chriſttan-Faithy 
that Chriſt: i5 :Gaa,: Conſubſt antial rochis 
Father ;/ 1 this: Errour., Chriſt 'is a meer 
Creature, 1s beyond debate Fundamen« 


tal. although it does not deſtroy imme? 


diately the former-Fruch, but only-mes 
diately,' and: N's Conſequence, becauſe 
it immedatel y deftroyesi its Contradicts 
ory; | Viz, Chriſt is nota meer'Creatiere;; 
which'being deitroyed; the former. Fun+ 
damental EFruth.does;! neceflarily fall; 
For,:whatfoever is. God; dther-is:#i0 
Creature; "or at leaſt 'ng- meer | Creature. 
Wherefore tis.a Eyndamentab Errour, 
whatſoever necefiarily.deftroyes a Fun 
damental Truth, whether jmediately or 


ymemadiacety- For the malice and; ma- 


lignity 


, Las bl F , 
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lignity of a Fundamental Errour-conſiſts 
in'its Deftruciveneſs to a Fundamental 
Point - and what deſtroyes it mediately, 
does trulyleftroy itz but deſtrozes:with 
it ſome other thing. One: may :beat 
down a Steeple, cither by. ſhooting im- 
mediately at the Steeple, or atthe Tow- 
er that upholds the Steeple; and in both 
Caſes the Steeple is equally beaten 
down; but with this difference; that - 
in the ſecond caſe the:Tower alſo is beat- 
en down with theSteeple. Yea, Dr. Se. 
himſelf pas. 24. confeſſes, the ſecond 
way of Worſhip, mentioned there:by 
him, tobe deſtructive mediately.-only, 
and by Conſequence, to the Exiſtency of 
« true Ged; and yet it 1s inconſiſtenc, 
doubtleſs, with the Being ' of @ true 
Church : ſince by ſuch a Worſhip, the 
metry of the Godhead is denyed, and.ma- 
ny Falte Gods/are Joyned with him in 
the ſame Worſhip;- and to teach a'mul- 
eiplicity of Gods, 15 beyond debate, to 
teach an Errour,''by reafon of its oppo- 
fition to the: Unity of the Godhead, de- 
{tructive to rhe Being of a Church, - 

- » Befides, [I:fai#; that  an' -Errour, 
which is neceſſarily deftruCtive-t0-any 
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Fundamental point; whatſoever 'it be; 
muſt needs be Fundamental; and incon. 
ſiſtent with the 'Efſence of a True 
_ Church;-For an Errour, as other Nega- 
tions, is malsgnantrs nature, of a malig- 
nant nature ; ſuch as deſtroying - atty 
Eſſential 'part, or intrinfical condition, 
muſt needs deſtroy the whole. So that 
a Church, robe Trae, muſt have all her 
Eſſenfials; but, to be abſolutely Falſe, 
*tis enough, that any' otic of them be 
wanting , according 'rtos thoſe common 
Axioms of Philoſophers, 'Bonum ex in- 
regra calſa; malum* antem ex quolibet 
defetn; Death deftroics 'the Effence 
of a man; and yet it neither deftroits 
the Soul, nor the Body immediately ? 
but only the Union between them both 
which is the leaſt conſiderable thing in 
a manis Eſfence. BOY 

Finally, becauſe we diſcourſe now, 
what Errours are Eſſential iu matters of 
Faith, and inconſiſtent with the Being 
of a True Church, we muſt reflect, thar 
according to Divines,there are two ſorts 
of Errours ; the one Privative, the other 
Poſitive, A Church does err privatively 
againſt the Efſence of a True —_ 
of 
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by not holdjng:all the: poſitive-Efſential 
Hilo requiſite. chereumo,j Galbough 
ſhopld got, poſitiyely-hold anything 
Contrary to ſuch points;.) A, Congrega» 
tion. of Men, Who, ſhould. {got . believe 
there .is.:2.;Gog, although they ſhould 
not... olitivaly believe. that there. .is.:no 
God, wauld beyond ajl queſtion, be 
_— ih he, & Churgh errs poſi- 
Men | af a-truc 


-fſeptial Point... | Whatever: te the 


Ms. D 
gregation,, which, teaches, ow there ts 
No cannot. ) Afxpe Church, what- 


Eros arc fructive to the Effence 
a Church: and. the latter, is rather 
worſe than the former. For it is .worſe 
_ to.-believe FRA EHrnE Hs, uo Ged,i than, not to 
foes ieve that there.15. arGod. Hence F infer, 
that to the conſbrution of atrue.Church 
*tis not. enough, to. aſſert, the. poſitive 
Articles requiſite, to tlie, Being of a 
Church ;. bux-tisalfo ncc2ila:y, not; to 
hold: any Exrqur,. incc/iten; "we q any 
of ſuch Articles; - as :. APPEARS HIEVE- 
cal 
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ral perſons, *who/deny } - either” medts 
ately-or immediately; thoſe'very poits 
which -chey confeſs; 7010572, 09006 
->"Thefe things being premifed,; T;gv on 
to ſhew;)that if-the Rowen Church does 
'hold any kind of Idolatry, { whatkind 


.ſoever it-be?)) "to-be\lawful,: as Dx. Se. 


expreſsty affirms » {be does} *the-muſt 
needs jtiokd. an\:Errour deftricthive-a to 
Fundamennal and Efſential*point *of 
:Faith:; and by conſequence, :*y*Funda- 
mental: Errour,inconliſtent with the 
FEffeace of a'true Churths.. And: fince 
*tis certain, that no kind of Tdelatry-ts 
lawful, iff the Rownn Church holds any 
kind of 'Idolarry «s lawful; ſhe'muſt 
needs hold aw Errout inconfiftent with 
ſome FTruvh, as all Errour 4S;)'Now itis 
not; poſſible , chat the Romani Chirth 
#thovuld hold 'any ſort of Idotatry what- 
foever, as lawful, unleſs ſhe holds that 
Jome Hononr, which 15 aue only to God, may 
be given to a meer Creature; For the no- 
tion of Idolatry in general doeB'necefſa. 


 -rily contain this, even as Dr." Se. him- 


ſelf confeſſes, in this Book',i! pag. 24. 
where he ſaics thus, 1 agret'in penerad, 
that the true non of Idolatry is, grving 
| the 


3 (96). 
the Honour dye only to.Gad, to a mter Crea- 
$ure ; but he adds preſently tfieſe words, 
1 deſire no greater advantage arainſt the 
Church of Rome, in order to prove her 1do- 
 latrons,. than. from ſuch. a | Conceſſion: 
which -is-as much as-if. I ſhould ſay, / 
deſire no greater advantage againſt Dr. St. 
5n order to prove him a Knaue, than that 
he ſhould grant, as doubtleſs he does, that 
the Notion of « Knavejn_ peneral, is be, 
who makes it bis buſineſs to cheat others: 
' For | am certain , that it is far caſi- 
erto ſhew, that this notion of a Knave 
does agret to Dr. Sr. than that notion 
- of Idolatry'to the Roman Church. 

But for 'my preſent purpoſe it is ec- 
nough, that. Dr Se. grants 'that to be 
the true notion of Idolatry in general. 
For ſo tis evident, that let. the kinds of 
Idolatry be never fo many; they muſt 
needs participate the forementioned no- 
tion; becauſe all the Spectes, or differeat 
kinds, muſt needs participate the gene- 
ral.notion,under which they are contain- 
ed: as for inſtance, becauſe it is the ge- 
neral- notion of an Animal, to be wivens 
fenſibile , a living Subſtance endowed 
with a ſenfitive power, let the Species, 

or 
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or diflerences be never. ſo many, .'tis ima 
poſſible, that there. ſhould, 59k ſort of 
Animal, {which is not vvens ſen/ibile.. S9 
that, whatſoever is not-yivens ſenſebile, 
is not Animal: and whatſoever, Worlhip, 
IS ſuch, that thereby che Honor due only to 
(God,j3 not pryen to a'meer Creature, ſuch a 
worthip cannot be any ſort of Idolatry, . 

| Hence 1\infer ,. that 'tis impoſſible. 
the Roman Church ſhould teach ,. or: 
hold ,., any; kind of. Idolatry what 
ſoever it..be, groſc , or wot groſs, but, 
ſhe .mulſt. hold,  ( ſuppoling the, Nos 
tion of Idolatry.in general, to be ſuch.as 
has been inſinuateg) exprelgly or ime, 
plicitly, in the ſame manneras ſhe holds, 
Idolatry, . That ſome. Honour -due on'y. ta, 
God may be given to 4 meer. Creature,z 
which Errour ( for evidently 'tis an Er- 
rour.) is inconſiſtent with the contrary; 
Truth, viz. No Honour due.to God may. 
be given t0.4: meer .Creatare: And what. 
Truth is thise Fundamental and Eſſen) 
tial, or Noo-fundamegtal and Non:-eſſens, 
tial 7 without debateitiza Fundamen-. 
tal, and Eſſential point of Religion, For 

what point.is ſuch, if this;be not? Nay, 
Dr, Sr, himſelf does abſolutely grant ut, 
pag. 26, inthe Anſwer to my FA Propos, 

at era cans ſition 


mo as berfafie! appear; and o. 
1. he accounts'briong the Effentials of 
a true Church; 'and the Fundamental 
Articles of the Chriſtian Faith, this very 
propoſition, 'vi2." That Cod,” aiid bis Sort 
Paſur Chriſt, art the proper objelt of Di- 
vine Worſhip; or ( which is the fame ) 
no Divine Worſhip, or no Hanayr due. an #| 
£0 God, is to Vt giveh to any one but, God, 
Sirice therefore, atl 1dolatry ' is itigon=- 
ſiſtent with the forementioned Funda- 
mental, and" Eſſtntja} point, 'tis mani- 
feſt; the Church of Rome cannor hold 
any kind of Idofatry whatſoever, with- 
out holding a Fundamental .Errour, de- 
ructive to'the very CTA, 0g Beiag 
of 4 Troe Church. Wherefore Dr., Sz. 
by granting the Roman Church tobe. a 
True Church, and yer charging het with 
Idolatry, does cotnmic a palpable Con- 
ttadiQtion, arid in'one breath blows cold 
and hot'; afferfting; that ſhe is a' Truc 
Church, and yet rhat ſhe holds ſome- 
thing inconſiſtent with the very Being 
ard Eflence 9f.a True Church, | _ 
To draw this Argument into a nar- 
rower circle; T:form this Dilemma, Ei- 
ther 'by the'fdolatry Dr. Se. Fathers up- 
on'vur Church, Some Henour, dnt only 
We to 
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to Cod, is given to a meet Creatiire, or not 
Tf ot, thenit is no Idolatry, as not par- 
ticipating the general Notion of Idola- 
try: If /o, then it-is deſtrrtive to an 
Eſſential point of Religion ; and conſe- 
quently to the Efſence of a True 
Church. So that Dr. $4. by diftinguiſh- 
ing two forts of Idolatry, one deſtruct. 
ive to the Being of a Church, anothet 
not-deftruQtive to theBeing of a Church, 
does as much as tell us, There are 
two ſorts of Idolatry;z one!, that '& 
Iaolatry, another, that is not /delarry « of 
the former he deciares vs free; but of 
the latter, he makes us guilty, And we, 
poor Souls! becauſe we cannot diſcera 
ſuch ſubtle diſtinions as theſe, muſt be 
chalked up for Half-witted men, But if 
the accompliſhedneſs of Dr. Se.'s' wit 
has no. more. of wit in it, then No-Ido- 
latry has of Idolatry, we have little yea- 

fon to envy hirti. | ws - td 
Yet farther; 'tis impoſſible, that a 
Church, which holds any damnable 
Errour, ſhould be a True Church.” For 
all damnable_. Errours lead to Damnati- 
on; and upon that account are calied 
Damnable. But a True Church carries 
to Salvation; and. therefore muſt be 
G 2 Frus 
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True in all things neceſfary to the ob- 
taining thereof. Nor among'thoſe things 
-which arc neceſſary to the obtaining 
taining ot Salvation, one is.the avoid- 
Tng all Damnable Errovurs, as being de- 
fiructive thereunto,' Whence it is mant- 
feſt, that a Chureh,, which- holds any 
Damnable Errour, cannot fo Jong be a 
True Jhurch - and to hold any Idotatry 
whatſoever is, without queſtion, a Dam- 
nable Errour; fince all Idolatry is 
Damnable, and deftructive:to Salva- 
tion, Yea Dr. St. pag. 34. Charges our 
Church with Damnable Errours; eſpe- 
cially upon the account of the Idolatry, 
which, as he fancies, ſhe does teach; 
and which page 22. he owns to be very 
ſinful: neither: do 1 believe, that 
the Dr. will''dare to affirm, that a 
Church, which ſhould teach Adultery 
io: be Lawful, could fo long be a True 
Church : and yet Idolatry 'is no Jeſs 
damnable, and deſtructive to Salvation 
than Adultery. Wherefore to hold ei- 
ther of them as Lawful, is equally af 
leaſt deſtructive to:the Being of -a True 
Church. 'Tis'therefore impollible, that 
the Rowan Church ſhould hold' any- fort 
of Idolatry, as Dr. Ss. wilnceds.have 


he Hi 
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us believetſhe' does, without-holding a 
Damnable,/and Fundamental Errour, 
deſtructive to the very Eſſence, and Be. 
ing of a True Churck: | 
For in | the Dictionary of ſuch, as 
have any inſight into | Religious Con- 
cerns; a Fundamental-Errour ja mats 
ters of: Religion, a Damnable Errout, 
and an Errour inconſiſtent with' the 
Eſſence of a True-Church, are Terms 
Synonymous. 
Moreover, whereas the very Vitals 
of a Religion are the Honour of God and 
the Salvation of Souls, Idolatry unders 
mines them both; by giving the Ho- 
nour due only unto God, to a meer Cred 
ture, and by leadins ſouls to Damna- 
te, How therefore ean it chuſe, bur 
deſtroy the very Efſence of a True Re- 
ligion ? And as a High Treaſon, where- 
by one does give the Honour, and-Ree 
ſpect due only to his Sovereign, to-a 
meer Subject, is beyond debate contrary 
to a Fundamental' point of Loyalty, 
and deſtructive thereunto ſo it is a pak 
pable Contradiction to 'afſert, that ſuch 
a perſon is a true and fanbful Subjelh, 
but yet a Trazerr : in thelik> manner, 
ſince by all [dolatry, according to the 
| 3 Notiog 
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Notion thereof afſented unfko even. by 
Dr. St. is given to a meer Creature the 
onoxr duc only nnto 78d, and-upen this 
account /dolatry is High Treaſon againſt 
Ged , Dr. St. muit needs - ginlty of 
Self-comradiftion, int affirming the Rq- 
wan Church to. bea True Chyc<, but 
yer. /dolatrows. 'Whence uppears, that 
the inſtance of a 7Trairour, alledged by 
the Dr. page 25. makes. rather againſt 
him, than tor him, where we. muſt re 
fleQ, that according to Dr: Se. not'oply 
the practice of the Rowan Church, bur 
alſo.her Doctrine is Icolatrous : ſince 
ihe. reaches and. approves of that very 
practice, which ſhe judges to be Idola+ 
trous, 

Hitherto we haye ſhewn, that all 
ſorts of . Idojatry are inconſiſtent with 
the very Eſſence of a True Churth, and 
by conſequence, that it is a mani- 
felt ContradijCtion to 2ffirm, that the 
Roman Church is a Trye "Church, 
anc yer depraved age Idolatry, How- 
ever, tis enough for my purpoſe to e- 
vince, that that ſort of Idelarry, which 
Dr. St. Fathers, upon. be Roman 
Chuicl, DeRroies the Very Eſſence, 


and 


egy 
and 'Beipg' of # Fd Church': which" 
| thall prove inthe A —_— 
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E o | M id Pref of the ſame intent, drawn' 
the Nature of the Idolarry, the. 
' Doftour Fathers upon the Roth 


 Clnoch.” | - 


He Tdolatry Dr. 39. auderraht to 

' faſten upon the” Rows Church; 

is, as he pretends to. prove at large in 
his Diſcourſe concerning the Kolatry 
praQtiſed in the Church/of' Rome" pay." 
$8. && ſeq. point blanck againſt 'the fe. 
cond Commanded ( according to their 
reckoning ) of the 'Pecalogue; * and 
is immediately oppotte” oy > 1 
Now 'tis ceriath, at this Command: 
ment contaims an Effential, and Funda- 
mental ' point of Rel! igfon, fince' it" ſa 
neerly concerns Gods Honour, and wor- 
ſhip, the chief aim of Religion. Whetice 
it manifeſtly follows, that the Idofarry 
he Fathers upon the Romgs Church, is 
G $ "Y wo Je; 
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deftrucive to's Fundamental. point of 
Religion, ; and. Þy.;cppſequence.inconht-: 
ent with the very Being of a a True 
=, RT EL : 
Beſides, the Pr. does williggly con- 
ſel (and } it would be a madneſs not 
to. 43s that... there is ſome Ry” M 

y. deſtruffivg. . not, . only. tg,.th 

w nes, (for this is general to.al hall Forts 
ot dolarr 7) but alfo to the very: C 

ſence, and Being of a True Churc 
S&hhis. Anſwer pag-124. whence we 1 in 
-fefs; that whatever Church holds that | 
kind of: Idolatry ,., which is deſtruQtive 
wile, Being of a Church, cannot fo 
be.a,True,Ghurch ewhateyer; ther, 
EH maintains. 'So that-if would 
haye; been. a, palpable; Contradiction in 
Dx, St. #ven according to, his own. .Do- 
had he field the Church of Fome 
t9de.a True! Churgh: (as he. does ),and 
vatobarged her wich the Forementioned 
nhl of, Idolatry. 'Now, let. us ecxamin, 
whas CharaCter DriSe-gives, vs, of the 
Ty = EA ſola Father upon, the 


© hs Dk ly concerning, the Ido- 
lazy practiſed in the;Shurch of Rome, 


PAR. 
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14 ' 60. he fajes thus: 7+ "ſrems much” 
more reaſonable for me to worſhip God by" 
Profirating my ſelf to the Sun, or any of 
the Heavenly Bodies, nay to an Ant, or 4 _ 
Fle, than ta a PilFure or Image ; and he” 
endeavours to prove this his Aﬀertion : 
according to which the Idolatry he Fa- 
ſtens upon the Rowen Church, in the 
Veneration of the Pictures; ''or 'Tmages' 
of God, is eſteemed by him far worſe 
than the Adoration of the Sun, Moon, 
an Ant, or 3 Flie, practifed by the Hea- 
thens. pag. 132: "he approves this Te- 
ſtimony of Coſterns: If the 'Doltrine of 
Tranſub#antixtion be net true, the Ide- 
latry of the Heatbens in Wor ſbipping ſome 
Golden, or Silver Statue, or any Tmages 
of their gods. or the Laplanders in Wor- 
ſhipping a red Cloath, or the Egyptians 
an "Animal , 35 more excuſabk, ; ep 
Cbriftians,” "363. Worſhip 4 bit of 'Bre | 
This Cofterws; affirms , only upon this. 
condition, That the DoQtine of 'Tran. 
ſubſtantiation be not true - But Dr, Se. 
who abſolutely judges thatf Doctrine 
not fo. 'be true, 'and moreover approves 

theforeſaid T Teymony y of Coteus muft 
ao hold 'th 


Idolatry he"impures to 


<4 40m Ro. 


IN 


Cambolicksjn the Adoration of the Eg- 
Cc 


 Chariſt, tg be, more deteſtable, than that 
of the Egyptians and Laplanders, _ * 
- . Pag. 434. he ſeems to. approve this 
Sentiment of Jr, Taflour , An Image 

' then becomes an Idol when Divine Wor-= 


ſhip 4s. geven 20.t + «11d. t Worſhip Falſe 
Gods, or to g1 nne tJom | 
which 18 no God, is al one kind of fermal I 
aolatry wWhereforeDr.Se.lwc c he aſlents 


ro this Dodtsing, Parallels the Venera- 


tion of linages, pratiledby the Rowen 
Church, .to.the, Worſhip of Falſe Gods, 
and looks-ypon them both as -one” kind 
of formal. Idolatry ; and certainly the 
Worſhip of Falſe Gods, as rejecting the 
true God, tis inconſiſtent With the Be- 
ing of a True Church. For what Idola- 
try 15 ſe, if this be not? In the ſame 
p47, hg pretends to ſhew, that the yroſſeft 
Kdolatry iz the world, ts excuſable on thy 
ame grounds, whereon we excuſe from 
dolairy the Veneration'of Chrift in the 


Euchariſt : which he compares with the 


Idolatry of thoſe, who ſaid Chriſt was 


- Jhe Sin; and he adds, pap. 136. That 
the Abſurdiuiesof T rnfl brian are 


reqter, thay of that Ditrine ;. which 
WIFI? — 


Lend 


ive-Dipine Honor to an Image, 
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teaches the Sun to be God; and id the 

ſame'place he calls i as Venial a Faulc; 

The W or{hippivg that for; the-. True 

God, . which-is aot ſo; ſuch' is the Ido 

latry he Fathers upon us, | and terms. it 

the Superſtition of an .undue- way: -of 
W orthiping; as the Worſbipping: Falſe 
Gods, which he ſtiles the Superſtitiaui 

of an undue object : and. peg. 137. he 

ſaies thus, The moſt ſiapid and ſenſeleſs of 
all Idelaters, who Worſhip the wery Images 
for God, ( which the wiſer. amang the 
Heathens,. according to -his: Judgment, 
alwayes difalowed ) were in irth the 
wot excuſable npon this ground; upon 
which we <xcuſe from Jdolatry the Ve. 
eration we give to the Sacrament of 
the Alter : ond by conſequence, the I. 
dolatry he Fathers upon us in this mat- 
ter, is ja his opinion worſe, and leſs ex- 
cuſable, than the moſt Rupid-, end 
ſenſcleſs Idolatry of the Heathens. 

In- the page immediately before, he 
compares our Veneration of. Chriſt in 
the Euchanſt, with tbe e/Egyptians wore 
ſhipping the Sun for God, and the Jſraes 
lites the Golden Calf, believing it was oo 
irng Cod, Pag. 142, 143. pn—_ 

$0 


tows 1# Saints), he adds, 7 would wil- 
lingly underſtand,” why 1 way not a well 
hanour God by -giving Worſhip to] the Sun, 
a to Ignatius Loyola, or Se. Francis, or 
any other of the late Cunnonized Saints ? 
And why does he not ſpeak of the'B. 
Virgin: -A&7;, of-the Apoſtles, of - St. 
Auguſtine, apd'of other Ancient Saints, 
fince he equally-inipugns theVeneration 
of all-Saints Þ The: reaſon he adds is ex- 
cellent'; Tam ſure, ſaies he, the Sun is 4 
certain Monument of Gods goodneſs, 

Teannot be miſtakgn therein; But I can ne- 
ver be certain of the holineſs of thoſe pers 
ſons, viz. the late Cannonized- Saints. 
Loyola was ayreat Hypocrite, ' But 1 am 
ſave that the' Sun 'is none. 1 know 
tbe beFt of 'men-have their Corruptions, and 
towhat degree it is «mpoſſible for others to 
anderfland; "But 1 am certain the ſpots of 
the Sun are ns Moral Impurities, nor diſ- 
phages to'Gogd, How trivolous this rea- 
forr'is, wii :clearly appear by this in- 


Rance. - Dr. Se. will not de You that 
ome Reverence, Reſpect, Eſteem, and 
cycratioymoy be given” in-this life to 
RM: men, 


| (9. _ | 
the Veneration'-the Reman Church al- 
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men, by reaſon of their. Holinefs, 


 Safhftity , «and Honeſty of : Life; and. 


that one may here upon certh-implore 
the Prayers of other men, eſpecially 
Holy and Honeft Men; orinvoke them 
to be his Interceflours. with-God' in his 
Neceſlitiesz which is praQtifed by Pro. 
teſtants; and no more than this we a- 
ſcribe to the Saints in Heaven: 

Now according to this Reaſon of the 
Dr. (to uſe his own words) Why map 


1 not as well honour Dr.'St.'s Cat, or Dog, 
. (who n the common opinion of Philoſophers; 


as being Subſtance: endowed with Life, ars 
perfefter than the Sun) as Dr. St. himſelf; 
or invoke them as well as him, -or any of the 
Proteſtant Biſhops, or  Aenifters? 1 am 
ſure Dr. St.'s Cat, and Dog, do whatever 
God will have them do ; and that they never 
have tranſoreſs'd lam of bis 'Command- 
ments; and [cannot be. miſtaken therein. 
But 1 can never be certain, that 'Dr. St. s 
an honeſt man ;, yea 1 am certain; that he 
has tranſpreſsd Gods | Commandments; 
For all that-1 can know Dr. St. 1s 4 great 
Hypocritt, "and an errant” Knave. But T 
an. ſure Dr.'St.*s Cat, and Dog are none; 


Tknow that Dr. St. has bus Corruptionsy 
ſince 


(110) 
face the heft: of men have theirs; and to 
what degree be bat thew, is impoſſible for 
we., or others, to underfland , but 1 an 
certain, that the: Blenifhes of- thoſe Cree- 
tures, ſuppoſing they have them, are no 
Moral: impurities, nor diſplea/ing to God, 
.. Whence. it : follows, that. according 
to this Argument of Dr. $4. 'tis as Laws» 
ful, and more-:Jaudable, to Reverence, 
upon the accobnt of Honeſty, Dr. Se.'s 
Cat, or Dog, 8 to invoke their Interceſ. 
fon ; as, $0) Reverence Dr. Se; himſclf, 
_ or co invoke. his alliance by Prayers ; 
and whatever anſwer De: $7. ſhall give 
fo this Inſtance: will ſolve the Objecti- 
on he makes againft us. For *tis certain 
that the San is as uneapablec to under- 
ſtand, or to de made to underſtand, our 
addreſſes, | or to intercede for us, or to 
lead a moral, :honeſt life, as a Cat, or a 
Dog : :But Dr. Sz. knows too well, 
that it is not for his intereſt to conſider 
the incoherency of his Principles, or the 
train of Abſurdities, which commonly 
wair upon his Arguments, Yet for our 
preſent intent it is enough, to ſhew, 
that the Idolatry be endeavours to faſten 
bpon the Rowan Church, in the Invoca- 
tron 


(rr J 
tion of Saints, which the allows of. is, 
in his perſwalion,” '38 bad vt wore, thag 
the Adoration'of the Sun.” 

Page 159. he makes'n large Paralſef 
between the Venexation, that | Roman' 
Catholicks afford to Saints, and the 1do- 
latry of the 'Heathens, in Sacrificing to 
their Inferiour Deities, or Heroes. Did 
the Iſs azlites, ſaies he uſe ſolemn Cere- 
_— A 4 making any capable of Divine 

So does the Rumin' Church. 

We Fer up their Images in publick,pla- 

ces woe Worſhip, and then kneel, down bokers 
them, 'and Invocate thoſe repreſented by 
them ? So does the Roman Church. Did 
chey Conſecrate Temples, and Ereft Al- 
tars to them, and keep Feſtivals and burn 
Incenſe before then: A So docs the Roman 
Church. Laftly, Did they offer up Sacri- 
fices 8n thoſe Temples tothe Honor of their 
lefſer Deities, or Heroes ? So does the Ro- 
man Church, Whence it appears, that 
Dr. Sc. does hold us for. asgreat ]dola- 
ters, by-reafon of the Hvnour we af- 
ford to Saints, 'as the Heathens were in 
Adoring their lefſer Deities. All this 
Doctrine he had laid down in his An- 
ſwer to the Queſtions, pay. 3, 4+ _— 
iT 


es _ 
he has oo -wor . The, 0 Me 
whereby the Papi 
= 7 


with an Rs of an undue Oe: 
Becauſe the Rig Fan duc only.to God, 
is given by us (as: he fancies )-to a 
meer Creature : and not only with.Ido« 
latry of an.undve, and prghibited man- 
manner of , Worſhip: . which are two 
ſortz of Idolatry he makes. mention 
of. 

[n the ſame page, to confirm the for- 
mer Doctrine, he ſaies thus; inthe 
Worſhip of God by Images, wherewith he 
Charges us, the Worſhip due co, God (and 
[ ſuppoſe he ſpeaks of a Worſhip due 
only to God ) s terminated wholly ox the 
Creature. Wherefore if this be Idolatry, 
it muſt be Idolatry of an midue Objebt. 

Much 
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Much-more to ther ſame: purpoſe might 
be alledged out of him..But what alrea» 
dy I have produced, is ſuffictents 
From what hitherto has been quoted 
out of Dr, S:.'tis manifeſt, that the Jdos 
ltry he Fathers upon the Roman Church 
is, in his opinion as bad, nay woiſe, 
than the groſſeſt Idolatry' of the Hea- 
thens.. Now ſince the groffeſt Idolatry 
of the Heathens is, beyond debate (and 
Dr: Se. alwaies ſuppoſes itis ſo ) is (I 
ſay ) inconſiſtent with the Being, and 
Eſſence: of a s#True Church, and. a true 
Religion: and ſince the Malice of [do- 
latry is to be ſcanned by the oppoſition 
it has with Religion; this being ſo, is ir 
not a madneſs to ſay, and confeſs, that 
the groſſeſt Idolatry of the Heathen is 
inconſiſtent, not only with the Sound- 
neſs, butalſo with the Eſſence of a true 
Church ; but yet that the Idolatry of the 
Papifts, -although'as:bad , nay worſe; 
than the grolſeſt of the Heathens, is-in- * 
conſiſtent only with the' Soundneſs of a 
Church, and not with the Effeace. Is 
not this, as if: one ſhould ſay, 1f you cat 
off the head of 4 man, you will kill hins; 
but if you give him another wortnd-as bat, 
| H 
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or worſe; i [yu run him through” the heat, 
if yak cut him-all.4p pieces, you will-onty 
make himifrck ? What ſence can therebe 
maffirming, that the, Heathens arenot 
meanbers of 'the True Church, ' becauſe 
they fre Idolaters..in ſohigh a degree; 
and yet that Rowan Catholicks, though 
groffcr Idolaters that the Heathens, are 
Members of the» True Church 2 -Thar 
the Heatheniſh Idolatry, at leaſt ſome, 
is of a nature: high enough to uochurch 
Heathens;' and yet that the Rownn Ido- 
latry, though grofſer and higher. than 
any Heatheniſh, is not of a nature high 
enough (as hefſaies pag. 22.) to -un- 
church Romamſis.? :1f this be not Now 
fenſe, what 152.1 vo et 

Moreover, front what we have alledg'd 
out of theDr.'tis evident,that he aſerib's ; 
unto vs.Idolatry of an undue Object : \ 
and ſure all ſich Tdolatry is incontiſftent 
with the very Being of a True Church. } 
' For Dr. St. when he would: excuſe the 


- Idolatry he:Fathets upon us, fron being : 


deſtructive to the yery: Efſence of a true 


Church, he endeavours to ſay, .that ic. MP. 


isonly.Idolatry.of an undue>manger of WM: 
7 OE | Mo. | 
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Idolatry of 'an ungue ObjeR, to be Ye: 
tructive to the Efſence'of a" Chureh, 
Since therefore he confeſſes; 'in 'the'plzz 
ces'above mentioned; that the [dolatt 


of the Rowan Church'is Idolatry of an 


undue Object, he makes her guilty of 
an Idolatry,inconfiſtent with the Effence 
of a true Church: 24 
Again, Dr, $7. ſeems to ſuppoſe, that 
an Idolatry, which brings in a multipli- 
city of Gods, is deftructive to the Eſ- 
ſence of a Churchis 'and why ?- Becauſe 
it is deſtructive, at leaſt by@\gonſequenee, 
and mediately, to a Fundamental point 
of Religion, viz, the Unity of che God- 
head: 'Sirice therefore the Idoltatry he 
fathers upon us, is deſtructive, at leaſt 
mediately, to this Fundamental point, 
The Honour dut.ouly to' God is not to be pi- 
ven to a meer Creature, afſented unto e- 
. ven by ' Pagans, it '(auſt' be 1nconfiſtent 
with the 'Being of a Church. For an 
Errour deſtructive to any Fundamental 
point of Religion whatever, is deſtruct- 
ive to the Being of a Church; as" has 
been demonſtrated. Yea! 'an Idolatry 
accompanied with'the acknowledgment 
of one onely' God; ( ſuch-ig the {doka- 
$1301 H 2 try: 
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ztxy he imputesto vs }) may,: doubtleſs, 


.Church ; as for inſtance,” the Idolatry 
of ſuch,: who. accknowledging-one:on- 
ly God, ſhould:adore no other God: but 
0g. 55d cont 1 3110 

>; Yet-farther; the' Adoration -of a red 
-Cloth,.-which the Laplanders uſe, either 


. Or not. Sure. Dr. St. is not ſo mad: as 
to ſay it ts not.» Now if it be deſtructive 
. to theEſſence of a Ghwrch,as certainly it 
is, is not Dpe Se. aſhamed to ſay; that 

the Adoration of Chriſt in the Euchariſt 
15 worſe, and lefs excyſable,. than that 
of the Laplagders, and yet that it may 
be conſiſtent; with the Being: of a True 
Church? Can any one require'a more 
. convincing: Argument, to- prove, that 
ſcch a Church is no true Church; then 
.if he can ſhew, ther ſhe adores; or. re- 
quires the Adoration of a red Cloth for 
God, or ſomething as bad, or worſe, 

_ Laſtly, Dr. St. affirms, that the Ro- 
man Church does not only teach an-I1do- 
latry 8s bad or worſe, than the grofleſt 
ofithe Heathens, bur alſo that ſhe teach- 

Es it as an Article of Divine Faith; Fa- 
thering 


' + be- inconſiſtent with the (Being of: ia, 


is deſtruRive:to the Being of a::Church, 
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-thering it upon God, and making him 
:the Author thereof. For the Roman 
Church delivers as Articles of -Divine 
Faith, the Adoration of Chriſt in the Eu- 


chariſt, the Invocation of Sajats, and 
the Veneration of Images, as both he 
and. we confeſs, The Dr. moreover 
maintaines all the forementioned praQt- 
ices, and Doctrines to be flax Idolatry ; 
as: much, or more deteſtable, than the 
grofleft Heathenifh Idolatry, Now cer- 
tainly 'tis a Fundamental, and Efſential 
point of Religion, | That : God #« not- the 
Author of any Superſtition whatſoever , 
muchleſs of ſo groſs an Idolatry, as he 


will needs have the Reman Idolatry to 


be : and conſequently, 'tis' impoſſible, 
that the Roman Church ſhould teach 


God to be the Author of ſuch an Idola- 


try, - ( 8s neceſſarily ſhe-maſt, if ſhe 
teaches it as an Article of Faith) with- 
out crring againſt the aforeſaid Funda- 
mental pojat;- and . by conſequence, 


-without incurring a Fundamental Er- 


rour, deſtructive to the very Being of a 

Church. | | 
'Tis manifeſt therefore, that Dr. Se. 
does commit a palpable Contradiction, 
| H 3 by 
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Þy afſertingthe Rowan Church to be a 
True © Churoh,' and” yet charging her 
with an Idolatry as bad, or worſe, than 
the groſſeſt-of the Heathens, I know 
not whether theſe lines will fetch blood 
from Dr. Sf. for (as ie ſaics, Pref, Gen. 
he was threatned with ſuch lines from 
lis-Adverfaries) But Tam ſure, tharif 
he has' any blood in him, and hag nor 
loſt all ſenſe of his honour, they twill 
fetch the blaod into his face, -and-make 


him bluſh, = 
. After the Dr. had proved unſucceſsful 
in ſhewing' my. way of proceeding difin- 
genuous, ” endeavours to prove it fd- 
Pr ical, an £4pts OMe, ſaying, : 23, 
| 5 the Rtarting of 4 new Objlttien, or 
the raiſing a new. Difficulty anſwer s'ns Ar. 
£ument ; and that this manner of procee- 
'ding of mine; & a clear evidenceiof 4 ſe 
"phiſtical, and cavilling humoit , 'rather 
than of any intention to ſatizfie an inqui- 
Frive wind. To'this | anſwer, YWhen the 
Diſciples of the Phariſces; and: Officers 
'of Herod came to tempt our Saviour, 
( Mat. 22, ) they propoſed unto him 
s queſtion, and our Saviour ſtarting a 
new queſtion, and raiſing a new Diffi- 
| . culty 
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culty, ſolved the queſtion propoſed un- 
to him, and filenced his Adverfaries. 
But had Dr. Sr. beetj with'the Enemies 
- of Chriſt in that occaſion, he would 
have ſuggeſted untothem, That it war 
a Clear.euidence of a ſaphiſtical, andcavel- 
ling bumour,in order to anſwer one que- 
ſtion, to ſtart another.” Beſides; what 
queſtion, or difficulty do I ſtart? Tra 
or granted, that the Roman Church is a 
trne. Church, as Dr. St. has heretofore; 
and does ftill grant: and hence I prove 
the nullity of the Charge he laies againſt 
us':- which is the common way of 'con« 
futing an Adverſary ; viz.. Ont of ' Prin: 
 ciplts granted by him, to infer the comra- 
zrory of what he "maintains; But+Dr: 
St. had charged me 'wwith Sophiſtyy, atid 
Cxptianſneſs ; und he muſt make1tt good 
the beſt way he cans which is to'feign 
hisAdverſary to ſay what he does not, 


CHAP, 
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F-5 us ſee now, fon the greater ati 
Qion of.'the! Reader, what he, 


Auſwers to every particular Propofitign 
Laid-down in order, .to prove himguil- 
ty of -Selt contradiction, in Charging us 
with [dolatry ; -and:;t9 clear our Church 
from ſo foul an Aſperſion : my firſt Pra. 
polition was.this : 
I by i 47 Aniclcof Faith, ant « Fins. 
mental, print- of. Religian, That the Ho: 
fatty which 8.due anly -$0:God, 1s not. 40 be 
given fo-a meer Creature. This Propplitis 
oaithe. Ne. abſolutely grants, without 
any, djRinction:,/ ſaying, Y 26 48 
f-t Propoſition I agree to. He adds after- 
wards, That there us no diſpute between 
16, whether that Honour, which is due on- 
ly to God, may be given to a Creature; 
and finally, he grants this Propoſition eo 
be in it ſelf true. But after he had abſo- 
ſurely/granted it, without any diſtinQi- 
on, 
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on, he begins;to quibbleat it. But I dee. 


fire he, would tell me, whether the ex- 
ception he after@ards makes. againſt it, 
does hinder,. or not, the abſolute truth 
thereof? If it does not,.;, what..more 
can I, or any one. clſe delire, ,when we 
lay down Principles , or . Propoſitions, - 
than that the Propoſition we advance be 
abſolutely true? If it does hinder the 
abſolute truth of.-the aforeſaid: Propolt- 
tion, why did he. grant it ,/ abſolutely 
without any. diſtinCtion ?. But. what is 
the exception he makes againſt us in this 
Propoſition? He faies,” We ſhould have 


 diſcuft, what that Honour , which us due 


only to God, 'Wherein he adds, there 5s 
4 great diſpute berween them and us. So 
that it ſeems, he would have had uslay 
down, among the Principles, which we 
advanced. againſt him, ſomething that 
is diſputed between us : which. is point 
blank againft the very notion of a Prin- 
ciple ; which ought to he agreed. unto 
by all, or at leaſt by the Adverſary, with 
whom we deal. .So that he accuſes us, 
that we proceed Sophiltically, and Cap- 
tiouſly : and why 2: Becauſe ( forſooth) 
we do not lay down for a Principle, that 

| h © Which 
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which is not a'Principle 5 'which doubt-- 
lefs is a "frivolous" accuſition-” Neither 
wasthereany need, we ſhould difcuſs- 
if particular, what obas' Homenr 46 which 
i duc onlyto* God. For, the :Honour we' 
give to Images, or Sakits, cither is ' due 
only” 16-Gad, or nov. Tf the Dr. ſaies: it 
15; "then iris a ]pable ContradiQtion, 
for the Dr. roaffirm that our Church 4s 
True, and et that ſhe: allows Saints and 
Images fuch an Honour. If he ſaies.it is 
nor the how Tan he accuſe:our Church 
try, becauſe ſhegives to Saints 
and Images ſuch an Honour?-'Where- 
fore, withour deſcend ing pores 
tir Honour due onfy to: -we prove; 
that *cither Dr; Se. muſt confeſs, that 
dur Church is free from che aforeſaid 
—_ or that- ins een him- 
fe; wh clas my proper tak in thar 
plyce: qndivtorthis enoogh? 
He adds," pay.'27. Thi #t' Cannot ex» 
Enſe ut from Idelatry, to ſay; That we abs 
krowledye it to be Idolatry, to give that 
Honour,” which we ſuppoſe to be due only 
20 God, ro-4' meer Creatnre, in caſe that 
ke can prove, that we 'givero meer Crea- 
Fares * part of that Honour which is due 
fd 
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ro Cad. Ido confeſs, that were: it once 
proved, that we give. any. Honour, dul: 
ty to God to a'meer Creature,ſfuch m 
acknowledgment: would not excuſe us 
from Idolatry; as it did not excuſe the 
Heathens from the like Crime, although. 
they:'atknowledged the fame Truth. 
But here we muſt reflect; 'That ſome. 
times the Dr. ſajes, that:?tis-Idolatry 
to'give to.a'meer Creature, ' the: Honour 
due only 10: God : and in that he faies the 
truth :. Othertimes, as in this place, he 
omits only, and ſpeaks of Honour due 
to Gads. For ſome honour is due to:God ; 
but not only to. God. As when: our Sa- 
viour- was upon earth; without doubt 
the Honopr of kneeling down before 
him, was due unto himy which Honour 
notwitſtanding is due unto a King, and 
ro ones Father. But what is all this, that 
Dr. Se. ſets down in this Paragraph, 
to clear himſelf from Self-contradiftion, 
in aſſerting our Church to be a true 
Church, and yet charging her with Ido- 
latry ?. which was the-deſign in-this ſc- 
cond part of his Anſwer; and my im- 
mediate intention, iin-Dr. Stelling fleet 
arainſt Dr. Stilling fleet, was to Nw 
| im 
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him guilty of Sel-contradifiion, as. he 
ſaies, page 28. His smmedzate. intention 
Was 710t toclear their Church from 1delatry, 


but to accuſe"\me of Conradidtion : yet-L 


have ſhewn above, that if 1 evince that 
he contradicts himſelf 5: the way. 7. infþft 
apor, . | do manifeſtly clear our. Church 
from [dolatry.;z and that;this part was 
om detgh;2tt i nl nit ens 

+ ::My. 24 Propoſition was, as follows. 
Ta teach 1dolatry, is to err againſt the fore- 
wentzoned Article of Faith, & Fundamens 
ral-point of. Religion, i.e. ( as he ſajes ) 
rd teach Idolatry,. is to teach- That the 
Honour which1/1s due only to God, us $0 be 
given: (I ſayed maybe given) to a-meer 
Creature. To this ſecond Propoſition he 
Anſwers thus, pag. 27. That this is to 
reach Idolatry, no one queſtions ; but he 
adds, that they who do not teach this, 1, E. 
that the Honour which is due only to 
God, may be given to a meer Creature; 
way yet teach: Idolatry: and therefore he 
ſaies, We fhould, if we had proceeded as 
we -oxght to have done, bave laid down an 
univerſal Negative, viz. No Church, that 
does not teach this, can be gnilty of Idola- 
ty; ana 10 4. particular . Affirmative, 
as 
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as he fancies this Propoſition-of mine ts 


be; Toreach Taolatry,' is to teach, that the 
_ Honenr due only ty God may be given to is 


weer Creature. Hence weimay diſcover, 


how great a Logician-Dr.'Se, is. I won- 
-der how he ſhould fancy that Propoſiti- 


on'of mineto be a particularAfirmative; 


. and nota Univerſal. 1s this Propofiti- 


on 8-particular Affirmative, To be a mar 
is to'be Animal rationale? Sureno body 
that underſtands any thing of Rationa- 
lity,. can take ſuch a Propoſition for' a 


particular Affirmative : and as the true 


Notion of a'manin general is eAnimal 
rationale ; ſo the true notion of ]dolatry, 
according to Dr. Sr.: himſelf, pag. 24. 
quoted -above, is, giving rhe Honeur due 
onlyto God,; to a meer Creature. Where- 
fore theſe two Propoſitions are univer- 
ſal Affirmatives, equivalent to theſe, 7o 
be any man whatſoever, is tobe Animal ra- 
rtionale ;, Toteach any idolatry whatſoever, 
5s roreach, that the Honour due only to God, 
may be given to a mecr Creature. © 
The reaſon hereof is, becauſe, as Lo= 
oicians tell us, an indefinite Propofiti- 
on ina neceflary matter; ( ſuch is the 
. Notion of a Thing ; which mult neceſ- 
farily 
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ſarily agree unto it ) is equivalent -to 
an Univerſal ; as to ſay a man is Arimal 
rationale, is' as much as to ſay ,wevery 
man # ſuch; and to ſay, Idalatry is 
the giving toa meer. creatiire 'the honour 
due only to God, ( which is the true \no- 
tion of Idolatry.in general) is the ſame, 
as if oneſhonldiſay All Idolarry' i: ſarh, 
Now if this Univerſal Affirmative be 
true, as it 1s, even actordibg 'to- Dr. 
S:.*s confeſſion, a Church that teaches 
any ſort of Idolatry whatſoever, does 
teach, that the Honour which is due only to 
Goa, may be goven to 4 meer Creature : and 
hence it neceſſarily follows, That no 
Church, that does not teach this, can be 
guilty of any. ſort of Idolatry ; as be- 
cauſc every man is animal rationale ( 2 
rational Animal )) it muſt needs follow, 
that nothing, that is not animal rationale, 
can be a_ man; whoever has the leaſt 
fmattering-of Logick, cannot be igno- 
rant of theſe Rules. But it was not for 
De. St. 's purpoſe to 'remember- any 
thing of Legick, or of Rationality, 
Whence | conclude, that the Propofitt- 
on layed down by me is an Univerſal 
Afarmative, equivalent tothe Propo- 
fitcon ſet down by the Dr, Sine _ 
ore 
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fore ao Ghurch can; teach/nny Jdolatry, 
without teaching, that cbe.Z{omour which 
#s due only to God , may tegiven to a meer 
Creatwe, it is Evidently -inferred, that 
no Church ceh.teach auy Idolatry, with- 
out erring againſt the forementioned 
Article of, Faith, and Fundamental point 
of. Religion :>Which is all I pretended m 
my ſecond-Propoſition. 
- Beſides, although I ſhould grant, ( as 
Ido not) that a Church might teach 
ſome ſort of Idolatry, without teaching, 
or requiring, 'that ebe Hovour due only to 
God, be given to a meer Creature; yet, 
according to Dr. Sz. 's own confeſſion, 
the Idolatry he Fathers upon the Roman 
Church, is ſuch, that it requires the ho- 
nour Which is due only to God, to be 
given to a meer Creature, For in his Di- 
ſcourſe concerning the Roman Idolatry, 
pap. 3. he has theſe words, The Church 
of Rome, in the Worſhip of God by Ima- 
ges, the Adoration of the Bread in the En- 
chariſt, and the formal Invocation of 
Saints, doth require geving tothe Creature 
Worſhip due only to the Creator. So that 
according. to + this Afﬀertion. of Dr. 
Se. which:he endeavours to. eſtabliſh 
through- 


Tz... 
. throughout that whole Diſcobrſe, no 
Church ean teach the Idolatry he fathers 
upon the. Roman Church, without teach- 
ing the giving to a meer Creature, the Ho- 
nor &- Worſhip due only to the Creator: and 
conſequently withour erring againſt 
that Aricle: of Faith; and Fundamental 
- point of Religion,” contained in ny firſt 
Propoſition + which is enough for my 
* main intent, So that, if my ' ſecond 
Propoſition be' propounded: thus, 79 
teach that ſort of Idolatry, which Dr. St. 
Fathers upon the Roman Church, is to 
err againſt the forementioned Article of 
Faith, and Fundamental point of Reli- 
gion, he: wilt have nothing to quibble 
at it; ſince he ' expreſsly aflerts, that 
-ſuch a kind of Idolatry requires the con- 
trary to that Article. whence':I con- 
clude, tnat this ſecond Propoſition is al- 
ſo agreed unto 'by Dr. St. either abſo- 
lutely, or atleaft as far, as is neceflary 
for my purpoſe. 

My third Propoſition runs thus: 4 
Charch that aoes not err againſt any Arti- 
Ele of Faith,. nov againſt any Fundamental 
point of Religion, does not teach” Idolatry. 

To this Propoſition he anfwers, That 
1s 
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is very Sic and Captions. Dr. St, 
ſeems to be poſleſs'd with ſuch a panick 
fear to be Non-pluſs'd by me, that had 
I faid ewo and twoare four, in all likely- 
hood he would have calked it a Sophiſts- 
Cal and Captions Propoſition. And this is 
a cominon flaw in weak, but obſtinate 
deferidants ; who, when they have no- 
thing to ſay 2painft a Propoſition, they 
CharaCteriſe it for Sophiſtical. But let 
us ſee in what conſifts the Sophiſtry, and 
Captiouſneſs of this Propoſition. He 
ſaies, pay. 28, 29, That if by Article of. 
Faith, and Fundamental point of Relig- 
on," he means the main Fundamental poznts 
of Dottrine contained in the Apoſtles 
Creed, then 4 Church, which does own all 
the Fundamentals of Doftrine, may be guil- 
ty of Idolatry, and teach thoſe things, 
wherein it lies. But where is Dr. Ss. 's 
ingenuity? My Propoſition was nor 
That a Church which owns all Funda- 
mentals, does not teach Idolatry ; but 
that a Church which.d6es not err againſt 
any Fundamental, does not teach Ido- 
latry : which is very different; becauſe 
a Church may err againſt a Doctrine 
which ſhe owns, and contradict her ſelf, 
I as 


". 
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as has been hinted < above, 3nd Dr, 
$e. himſelf} agrees unto, as herea et 
will appear, So that the Dr, does not 
deny my Propoſition ; but another. ve, 
ry different. We may therefors take my 
Propoſition for RLAGE yes. we haye 
ſhewn already,tnat anyF vndainental Er- 
rour, or an Errour againſt any Funda- 
mental point, great or little, if there be 
anyFundamental point of little concern, 
is deſtructive to the Being of a Church. 
'  Hegoes on, and. ſaies, Byt-f by ere 
ring againſt an Article of Faith be meapt, 
that a Church, which daes not. err ' at. all 
in matters of Religion, cannot teach, Ido- 
latry, then he concludes the Propoſztian 
is rrue, but '4mpertivent, Neither, does 
this pgrt of the. diſtinction touch, my 
Propoſition, For all matters of Religion 
ate not Articles of ' Faith, according tq 
Dr. $:. who does not think all the. 39, 
Articles to be Articles of Faith-; yet he 
judges them, 21l.to be Articles, or mat- 
ters of Religion, and to concern the 
Soundneſs of a Church, but. not the 
Effence : nay, we do not hold, that all 
the Ceremonies of our Church, and all 


our Ecclefiaſtical Precepts are AXES 
; EN 
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of Faith; yet they may be' called mat- 
ters of Religion. Wherefore theſe two 
Propoſitions, AChurch'that does not err 
ay inſt any Article of Faith, and a'Chiirch 


that does roÞer?' at all in matters of Relis 
gon, ate vety different-* neither does 


thefotmerPropoſition contaitt the latter. 
Is-not! this when @ learned! diſtinion, 
whereinneither part touches the Propo- 
ſition,- which the Author pretends to dis 
ſting wilt; . whereas, according to' all 
renfihe: Both Membetsof the DiſtinQ> 
on' are'-to be contained in the word, 
which is diſtinguiſhed: io 
Would'it not be ridieulous for oneto 
diſtinguiſh thius the following! Propoſiti- 
ont; "marr 1s" & rational” Animal t if 
by: Min be meant alt*kgn# of Animals; 
'tis falſe? But iff by Man be: meant only 
chit kind of Animal, which is' man 
'tis true. Foras a man does-not' ſigni- 
fie all kind of Animals; but only a cer- 
rain kind :' So neither” ati' Article -of 
Faith does (tgnifie all marters' of Re: 
lIigion; but only certain points. So-that* 
Dr. $?.7s-diſtinftion'comes to be this 's 
ph of Faith;'\and Fundamental 
ny of a be underſtood not: ons 


I 2 5" =_ 


(3132) 


neither. Articles of Faith, nor Funda- 
mental; i.e. if by theſe words he. un- 


derſtood, whatthey do not ſignifie, then . 


very. wiſely the. Dr. ſaies pag. 28. The 
Propoſition is . true , but impertinent : as 
certainly it is  impertinent. But who 
makes it ſo? Butif by Avrricles of Faith, 
and Fundamental points of Religion, be 
only-underſtood Articles of Faith, and 
Fundamental points of Religion, as who- 
ever has any underftandingin kim, muſt 
needs underſtand; Then - what 
then ? he ſaies not a word to the 
Propoſition layed down by- me,- v#z. 
A Church that does. not err agasnit any 
Article of Faith,' nor againſt any Funda- 
mental point of Religion, does not teach 
Idolatry : Whereas, according to the 
common Rulesof diſtinguiſhing Propo- 
ſitions, he ſhould have told us, whe- 
ther our Propoſition; qualified with that 
part of the Diſtinction, was true, or 
falſe : But he coggs in another Propoli- 
tivn very diffcrent, ſaying, That 4 
Church, which does not own all Funaa- 
wentals of Deftrine, may be guilty. of T- 
| dolatry. 


' ly Articles of . Faith, and Fundamental 
points, but alſo other points, which are 
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dolatry,*, Let any one judge, whether 
this be not downright juggling. Whence 
the Reader may eaſily ſee, to what ex- 
tremities' this poor man is brought, to 
make-good .qagainft us his pretended 
Charge of Idolatry,. and. to-clear him- 
himſelf from Self-contradition. | 
- Moreover, either he does admit other 
Articles of Faith, and Fundamental 
points of Religion, beſides thoſe which 
are contained in the ApoStles Creed, or 
not - if he does admit others, then the 
Diſtinction would run thus; If by not 
erring againſt any Article of Faith be une 
derſtood, that a Church, which does not 
err againſt ſome certain Articles of Faith, 
cannot teach [dolatry; #. e. if in place 


, of my Propoſition, which is an Unzver- 


ſal Negative, be put in another Propo- 
ſition very different , viz. a_ Particular 
Negative, then the Propoſition, which 
he puts in, . may be falſe z as certainly 
it may be : for a Church may teach [do- 
latry, without erring againſt every Arts: 
ricle of Faith» as the Heathens, who 
admitted a Deity and a Religion, did 
not err againſt every Article of Faith, 


though they taught Idolatry. But this 
Wes. I 3 Cane 
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cannot hinder the truth of my P 
tion; which was an Univerſal Wegarive, 
viz, not erring againſt any; when as his 
Propoſition would be a particular Nega- 
2$3ve, VIZ. not erring againſt ſome: As, 
this univerſal i wo, 4 man that daes net 
rranſgreſs any of Gods ; Commandments, | [7] 

good man ; but this other particular 
may be falle, A man that does not tranſ- 
greſs ſame certain Commandments of God; 
iz. thoſe, which concern immiediate- 
ly the honour of God, #4 #4 yood man: 
neither could the fallity of this latter 
Propoſition obſtryſt the truth of. the 
former. 

Butif Dr. $, adrnits a0 \ \ Articles at 
all of Faith," nor. Fundamental ipoints, 
which are not contained , explicitely 
nor implicitely, in the Apoſtles' Creed, 
then he muſt needs reduce to the Apo- | 
ſtles Creed the Article quoted -in my 
firſt Propoſition, viz. The bonour, which 
#5 dye only toGed, is notto be given to « 
meer Creature ;, fince he grants this to be 
an Article of Faith, and a Fundamental 

point: of Religion, as has beeh- ſeen ; 
| Xie doubtleſs "tis a main Fundamental 


pojnr 00, * 
" And 


PT en. OY 
And this is enough for the truth of our 
"third Propoſition : For, if a Church 
does not err. againſt atiy Article of 
Faith, even of thoſe which the Dr. 
grants tobe ſuch; 'ſhe' does not err a- 
gainft the forementioned Article, which 
Eveti the Dr. places amongſt Articles of 
Faith's and if it does not err againſt this 
Atticle, it does not teach Idolatry, at 
'teaſt that kind of Tdolatry, which he is 
pleaſed to father upon us. For to teach 
any ſort of Idolatry, at leaft that which 
the Dr. laies to our charge, is to err a- 
eainft the aforeſaid Article, (which not 
6nly in our dpinion, but alfo in the opi- 
nion of 'the Dr. and other Prote- 
ſtarits, is an Article 'of Faith ) as does 
raanifeſtly appeat , by what has been 
hatidled in our Second Propoſition. 
My fourth Propoſition was framed 
thus. The Church of Rome does teach Ve. 
neratrion of Images, Adoration of the Hoaft, 
and Invocation of Saints. To this Dr, 
St. page 29. anſwers, That it is agreed 
0 by both ſides, without adding any 
more. Now I ſee the Dr. takes heart, 
and dares to grant a Propoſitien ſet 
gown by me, without ſtigmatizing it 
I 4 Either 
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.cither:-befor2 or- after, for Sophiſtical 
and Captious,. Hence I infer, that. the 
_ . Veneration of Images, Adoration of 

_ the Hoaſf, and Invocation of the Saints, 
are Doctrines of: tthe Roman Church ; 
and by conſequence they are- not meer 
pratiices of Roman-Catbolicks." For when 
a practice of the members . of ' any 
Church is taught, and- approved by the 
Church her ſelf, then ſuch a: praftice 
comes to be the DoCtrine of thatChurch. 
This I have faid, becauſe ſometimes 
Dr. St. does ſeem to look upon the 
forementioned points, as- meer 'pretiices 
of Roman-Catholicks :-and it js. certain, 
*that a Church may beg True Church, 
and yet the Members - thereof pract- 
ice ſome 'things contrary to. the 
Doctrine, and Tenets of the Church, 
whoſe members they are, For the Dr. 
will nat deny, that among Proteſtants 
there are ſome, nay many, whoalthqugh 
they affent to the Tenets of the Prote- 
ſtant Church, do contradict, in their 
practice, the Doctrine they profeſs to 
bclieve, being Adulterers, 'Fhjeves, 
Perjurers, and Drunkards,-living as 
if there were no God, accorging tg VM 
0 
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of St, Parl, Titus 1. 16.. quoted by Dr. 
Sz. . page 25- ſpeaking. of. ſome, - who 
proſeſs that they know God, but in works 
they deny him. And yet ſure the Dr. will 
not- therefore affirm, that the Proteſtant 
Church is not a true, and ſound Church, 
However, ſhould ſhe teach Adultery, 
Thieving, and Perjury to be lawful, or 
that there 15 ns God, certainly the Dr. in 
that caſe would not hold her for a True, 
much leſs ſor a Sound Church , Our 
preſent debate therefore is concerning 
the Doctrines of the Roman Church ; 
and-whether Dr. St. does not Contra. 
dit himſelf, by  afferting, that the 
Roman Church is a True Church, and 
yet that ſhe does teach Idolatry, or 
thoſe things wherein ir lies. _. 

My fifth, and laſt Propoſition goes 
thus 3 The Roman Church does not err 4- 
gainſt. any Article of Faith, or Funda- 
mental point of Religion. Dr. St. does 
confeſs, pag. 29. That this is bis Con- 
cefſion : from whence all the force of our 
Argument is taken: and we do not deny, 
bur that this Conceſſion of the Dr, is 
of great concern in order to our preſent 
Deſign, All the endeavours therefore a | 

ne 
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the Dr. are'bent to ſhe in' what ſenſe 
this Conveſſion i made by bim, nnd of what 
force it 1s in this pau Debate. I prove 
this to be Dr: Se: 's Sehtiment, (which 
ſome did queſtion, when my book firſt 
came forth, as I inſitiyated above) from 
ſeveral places, - quoted out of his Rat. 
Acconnt: artiofigſt the reſt I alledged the 
page 54, 55. Where he affitns & adding 
that this is' the ' ſenſe of the Engliſh 
Cherch) That thoſe points, whick they 
defend ity oppoſition to the Roman 
Church, and 'Wherein only they impeach 
us of Errours, agreeing with = in the 
reſt, are meer prom Opinions, and mfers- 
onr Truths, which 70 body 3s obliged xx be- 
#lieve, either neceſſitate medsj, or neceſſitate 
precepts : and-conſequently that they are 
not Articles of Faith, or Fundamental 
points of Religion ; everyone being ob- 


heed, either neceſſitate medsj, of neceſſs. 


tate Precepti, to believe all ſuch points + 
and he expreſsly afferts in the foremen- 
tioned pages, praiſing thence the: mode- 
ration of the Envliſh Church, that ſhe 
does not acknowledge any thing, as an 
Article of Faith, which is not acknow- 
ledged as ſuch by Rome it ſelf; _—_ 
; tacre- 


of Evglazd differs from us; which in 
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therefore*tis manifeſt, that Roxe docs 
not acknowledge as Articles of Faith, 
thoſe Points-which the.;Exglifh Church 
maintains.in oppolition to. her, it evi- 
dently follows, according to Dr. Se. 's 
Conceſhon, that neither the Church of 
England docs acknowledge ſuch points 
as Articles of Faith, | 
| Whence 1 ſhew'd the truth of this 
our Propoſition, againſt Dr.Se. and his 
Cabal, The ſubſtance of the Argument 
is this, »» A FR 11-: 

The Church of Rome does not err, nor 
cannot err, agaiaſt any Article of Faith, 
or Fundamental point of Religion ; un- 
leſs the: points, at leaft ſome of them, 
againſt-which ſhe is ſuppoſed to err, be 
Articles of-Faith, or Fundamental points 
of Religion, This is evident. 

But none of theſe points, againſt 
which -Dr. St. ſuppoſes the Romans 
Church to err, are in his opinion cither 
Articles of Faith, or Fuadamental points 
of Religion, as manifeſtly appears by 
what we have quoted even now out of 
him : for he ſuppoſes her to. err only a- 
2ainſt thoſe points, wherein the Church 


his 
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his opinion areno Articles of Faith. 
.” Therefore, according to-/Dr.Se.”'s 0+ 
pinion, the Rowan Churchdoes not err 
againſt any Article -of Faithz 'or Funda- 
mental 'poiat of ' Religion ;* [which is 
the Propolition ſet down by me. A 

Neither .can the Dr. ſay, that al- 
though the Church of Rowe does err im- 
mediately' only; againſt thoſe--points, 


which the Englhſb Church defends in op- 


politron'unts her ;/yet theſe points being 
connexed with Articles of Faith, ſhe 
cannot etr againſt theſe, without-erring 
mediately, and by conſequence, againſt 
Articles of Faith: he | cannot, I ſay, 
affirm this. :For otherwiſe he would ne. 
ver grant this our' Fifch Propofition, as 
he does : Becauſe to err .mediately a- 
gainſt an Article, is to err againſt that, 
and another point too; and ſo he ſhould 
abſolutely have denyed, That the Ro- 
»an Church does not err againft any Ar- 
ticle of Faith : which he does not. In 
the like manner it would: be "ridiculous 
to afhrm, That one did not kill ſuch a man, 
becauſe he did not immediately deftroy 
the Union: between the Soul, and the 
Body; in the diſſolution whereof death 


for- 
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formally conſiſts ; 'but' only mediately 
and by conſequence, becauſe he deſtroy- 
ed ſome (diſpoſition , : neceffary. to the 
conſervation of: that: Union: as if one 
Arraigned::for having killed a man, 
ſhould-anſwer, That he did:not kill bim; 
That he only: cut off- bis Head. Nay, if 
thoſe:particular Tenets of the Proteſtant 
Church'are ſo connexed, and. linked 
with -Articles .of Faith ;:that whoever 
denies, or: deftroies the former, muſt 
alſo deny,, and deftroy- the latter, one 
would-.be obliged neceſſitate medsj, or 
precepts, not to diflent from ſuch points; 
Becauſe we are obliged not to deny -any 
Article of Faith ; and. conſequently not 
to deny any thing, which being oncedes 
nyed, an Article of Faith is alſo denyed; 
and caſhbiered : which is contrary to 
what he. aſſerts in the place above quo- 
ted : where he affirms, that men are 
prohibited-to oppoſe them: [7 particular 
Tenets of the Engliſh Church ] exteri- 
ourly, but not to diſlent from them in- 
teriourly : So becauſe men are prohibi- 
ted to kill others, they are obliged, not 
to deſtroy atty Diſpoſition, whereon the 


life of man neceſſarily depends. - 
Nor 
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/ Nor is this Fifth - Propoſitidir.:/ laid 
down” by me, enly as Dr: $#;'*s and his 


Affociates apinian ; but, as] provet in 


my Book, it: alſo the: common-afſerey. 
on-of other: Proteſtants; ſoine: of them 
averring; Ebis\t@:be the judgment! ob all 
Learned Proteſtants; acculing-the cou- 
trary party-of thei Bycthrewof aw! 594 
norant Zeal ;, and-King Famer adds they 
are worthy: to: be burnt. Hence: is thas 
common: ſpeech: of: Proteſtants, boaſt» 
ing: of their Charity; thereia,, thab the 
Roman: Churchi'doth not: teach: any Er- 
rour' Fundamental ,, Damnable, or De: 
ſtruftiveto Sulvation';. That ſhe does not 
err:in. the! Foundafions, but inithe- Sus 
purſtraitures's. nor'in Fundamentals,. but 
only in. Noe-fundamentals; nor: againſt 
Articles. of Fanth,. but againfti :uferiour 
Truths only.. Now'to err in Fundamen- 
tals, . or:to! admut aiFundamental: Errour, 
is to err againſt a Fundamental Truth. 
Whence l'iconclude,. that avcording' to 
the conſtant porſwafion, not:only of Dr. 
$e;. and his: Paztizans, but alſo: of all 
Learned Proteſtants, The Roman: Charch 
does not Err! againſt ay - Article of Faith, 
or Fundameatal-poone of. Religions which 

Was 
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was the very Propolition Tlaid downin 
the fifth, : and laft places. 

Let's examin yet fazther, how Dr. 
Se. ftill boggles at the forementioned 
Propoſition, All that in ſubſtance he ſaies 
is this, That he never granted the Roman 
Church to be. a Sound. Churoh, or conſe- 
quently, that. ſhe did not ers in ſome 
matters of Religion, requiſite. to. the 
Sourndneſs, and Integrity, of a. Church ; 
neither can he ſhew, that Talledged kim 
to the contrary : neither does, this fifth 
Propoſition expreſs any ſuch, thing, as 
is manifeſt. What therefore here, and 
in other places, he confeſſedly grants, 
is, That our Church ts a True Church, un- 
erring apaiuit all Fundamental , and 
Eſſentzal points of Religion, and againſt 
all. Articles of Fazth : which is all thatis 
neceſſary to the abſelute Truth of the 
forementioned Propoſition. Wherefore, 
as it would be very abſurd to anſwer 
one, Who. intending only to. prove ſuch 
a perſon not; to be dead, ſhould take 
this Propoſition, Sch a perſox is yet atrue 
man, retaining all the, Eſſentials of a man, 
to anſwer. (1 ſay ) that what he a- 
vouches of. him is zr«e.; but that ſuch a 

| perſon 
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perſon is fot a ſound man ? So'it-is very 
impertinent, when I propoſed only*to 
him, that the Roman Church does not 
err againſt any Article of Faith, or Fuy. 
damental . point of Religion, requiſite to 
the Eſſence of 'a True Church,: (as all 
Fundamental points 'are Y' fo tell me, 
that the Roman Church does err againſt 
ſeme points 'of Religion, requiſite only 
to the Soundneſs of a Church? ſach as 
© he fancies the particular Tenets of the 
Proteſtant Church to be : which is to 
telme in plain Ezgliſh, That what I ſz 
is true, but what T ſay not is falſe : whic 


anſwer is very impertinent, and good | 


for nothing”, but to trifle away the 
rime, EG | TR gra ws, 

And hence will appear, of what force 
this Conceſſion of Dr. St. is to'our pre- 
ent Deſign ; which is to ſhew him guil- 
ty of Self:contradiction, by granting 
our Church, not to err againſt any Pur- 
damental point of Religion; and yet 
affirming that ſhe teaches Idolatry, and 
ſach grofs Idolatry. For, to teach Ido- 
larry, eſpecially ſuch a groſs Idolatry, 
as he is pleaſed to Father upon us, is, 
according to his own expreſs affertion, 

| to 
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to teach; or require, that the Honour, or 
Worſhip due only to the Creator, be given to 
to a Creature; and to teach this is to err 
againft the contrary Truth, wiz. The 
Honour which 1s due only to the Creator, 
is not tobegwuen to a Creature, as is Cvi- 
dent: and conſequently it 1s to err a- 
gainſt a Fundamental point of Religion. 
For ſuch does Dr, St; acknowledge to 
be the aforeſaid Truth. Whence I con- 
clude, that-to ſay our Church does not 
err againft any Fundamental point ; and 
yet that ſhe does teach ſuch groſs Idola- 
try, as heis pleaſed to faſten upon her, 
is to ſay, That ſhe does not err againſt any, 
and yet that ſhe does err againſt ſome: 

which is a palpable Contradiction. 
Were the Idolatry he Fathers upon 
us, deſtructive only to ſomething re- 
quilite meerly to:the Soundneſs of a 
Church, and to ſome. Non-fuadamental 
point, kis diſtinction, would. have been 
to ſome purpoſe. But ſince the Idolatry 
he laies to our Charge, is deſtructive, 
according - to our own Conceſion, to 
ſomething requiſite to tie very Being of 
a Church, viz. to a Fundameatal, and 
Effential point; the forementioned Di- 
K ſtinct- 


<> 
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Ain&ion of the Truth, and. Soundnefs 
' of ® Church is altogether frivolous, © 

' Finally, Dr. St.pag: 32. ſpeaking m 
particular concerning our fifth Fropofi- 
tion ſaies, That if this. Aſertion;*The 
Church of Rome does not err againſt any 
point necefiary to. Salvation, be. only meant 
of thoſe Eſſential points of Faith, which 
he ſuppoſes antecedently neceſſary to the 
Bein# of a Church, he denies itnot; and 
he makes the antient Creeds of 'the Ca- 
tholick Church, (before he had made 
mention only of the Apoftles Creed ) 
to be the beſt meaſure of thoſe things, which 
were believed ro be neceflary to Salvation. 
Burt be adds That he does not ſee, of what 
u/e the forementioned Conceſſion of his can 
be tous inthe preſent debate , unleſs we 
can ſhew ( which-he ſuppoſes we are ne- 
ver able tro doe) that whatever Church 
does embrace the antient Creeds, and own 
all the Arricles of Faith, which are con- 
tained in them, cannot be guilty of 1dola- 
latry. But this anſwer of the Dr. isly- 
able to the fame exceptions. we. produ- 
ced againſt him, in the Explanation of 
our Third Propoſition, For 'tisa very 
different thing to ſay, A Church, that 
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embraces; and owns all Eſſemtial' pointi. of 
Faith, ( which is the Dr. 's Propoſition) 
and a. Church that does not err againſt any 
Effential pornt of Faith; ( which is.our- 
Propoſition, tacitely at feaſt granted by; 
him: ) For a. Church. may- contradic& 
her ſelf, and. err againſt thoſe very: 
points, which ſhe embraces, and owns-z. 
how can the Roman. Church be a True 
Church, as the Dr. often confeſſes ſhe 
is, unleſs ſhe be free from all Funda- 
mental Errours ? and how can ſhe. be 
free: from all Fundamental Errours, if 
ſheerrs againſt any Fundamental point ? 
and finally, how-does ſhe not err againft 
a Fundamental point, if ſhe teaches Tdo- 
latry; yea the groſſeſt Idolatry' of the 
world? | J 

Whence I conclude, that not only 
this main Propoſition is granted by him 


in thejſenſe I pretend , viz. That the 


Roman Church does net. err againſt} any. 
Article of Faith, or Fundamental poins 
of Religaon, even of thoſe, which he ac- . 
knowledges to: be: ſuch's but alſo, that 
this his Conceſſion is effectual to evince 
our preſent deſign, viz, to clear the Ro- 
wan Church from: the Idolatry caſt vp- 
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on her, and to;prove the.Dr.. guilty of 
Self-contradiction, 'by granting, that:;the 
Roman Church does hot err'againſt.. nk 
Fundamental point sf Faith,. and..yet 
charging her with Idolatry, and: ;with 
ſach groſs Idolatry, _.. 

.- To ſay the truth, I'would never deſire 
anAdverſarie to;grant rhe more, in or- 
der to confute him, than Dr. Sts has, 
and does grant in the preſent debate. 
For theſe Five Propoſitions ſet down by 
me, arc cither abſolutely granted by the 
Dr, or at [eaſt not-denyed by him; z:the 
ſenſe I pretended; as is apparent,, by 
what 2. becndifcuſs'd : and we. take 
this Non-denial of the Dr. for a gravit; 
or conſent ; according to that: Maxime; 
ns tacet, ' conſentire videtur. And ' cer 
tainly had -he thought them falſe, he 
would have denyed them : whenas: hc 
daes.not ſo much as deny one of 'them, 
in the ſenſe imtended ; \but-ſome. other 
Propoſitions yery differeht. | 

Wherefore theſe Propoſitions. being 
granted in the conformity aforeſaid, -the 
method 1.took was to deduce from them 
the contradictory. of the Calumny: caſt 
upon our Church wy Dr. St. For, tolay 
down 
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down Propoſitions, or Principles, and 
to deduce nothing from them, is, as if 
one ſhould lay Foundations without 
building the SuperſtruCtures: as to make 
DeduCtions without firſt laying Princi- 
ciples, ( as fome do) 1s to build with- 
out Foundation, And becauſe ſome cans 
not, others will aot make by themſelves 
the deductions; eſpecially when they 
are contrary to what formerly they have 
imbibed, and are reſolved to maintain, 
I thought it beſt to make them to their 
| hand. However, becauſe the main, nay 
the ſole, exception, that ſome perſons 
had againft my Book, was, becauſe 1 
uſed a Scholaſtick Method, framing my 
deduCtions in a ridged Syllogiſtical 
form, it ſeems to me expedient, for the 
ſatisfaction of ſuch perſons, to produce 
here the reaſons, that moved me there- 
unto ; Which are theſe, 

Firſt, Becauſe this method I took, is 

a Cloſe, clear, ſhort, and convincing 
way ; and finceI deſired, in a matter of 
ſo great concern, and not having too 
much time, to be quick, cloſe, clear, 
and'ſhort with my Adverſary, in order 
to' convince” him of Self-contradicti- 
K 3 on, 
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Vh,, 1 'made choice of :this Method, 
. . V666ndly, all Diſcourſes whatſoever, 
lfoofe, vr 'not looſe, -do neceffarily im- 
ply fomme'Syllogiſme; wherein the truth 
Viie'endeavours:to prove, is inferred, or 
penned 'to be inferred, from .ſome 
Priticiplez. And although all kinds of 
Diſcourſes -arc-obnoxious_ to Fallacies, 
and Sophtiſtry.; yet this difference there 
is 'between 'Looſe, *or Khetorical Diſ- 
courſes, and'Logical, or not Looſe, that 
in'Rhetorjical'Diſcourſes, as being com- 
monly -interldced with ſeveral digreſſi- 
'6tis, 'andgay Metaphors, which amuze 
'the'Reader, 'thie fallacy iseaſily diſguie 
Ted. Bur in ridged\Syllogiſtical-Diſcour. 
'ſ6s, 'deveſted from gaudy Expreſſions, 
quaint Metaptiors, and 'tinnecefſary di- 
ipreſions, 'the Fallacy, 'if there be any, 
is 'with'far leſs difficulty detected. And 
'this'is the teaſon, that when we will ma- 
mifeſt 'the Sophiſtry of a looſe diſcourſe, 
"Wedo commonly reduce it to a Syllogi- 
ical 'form, the better 'to-diſcover it. 
Now 'becauſe'T deſired to deal fairly, 
and fncerely with-Dr.'Sr. I made uſe of 
ths 'method.; tothe end, that- were 
there any Hallacic ii my Syllogiſms, it 
ks might 
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might more eaſily” appear unto him. 


And although in almoſt every page he 
impeaches me of Sophiſtry 8 Captiouſ- 
neſs, yet he do's notlegally-ſhew any one 


| of my Syllogiſms to tbelyable to any of 


the Fallacies, the Logicians make-men- 
tion of: and one would think, that a Dr. 
or of Divinity ſhould not be ignorant of 
them : and all that he does in this kind 
15, as appears by the inſtances above 
produced, -Firft he feigns me to ſpeak 
what I do not, and then he affirms, 
that I ſpeak Sophiſtically , and Capti- 
ouſly. 
Thirdly, 'tis the common ſtile of our 
Polemical Divines here in England, 
whether Catholicks or Proteſtants, to 
uſe this Syllogiſtical way, both in their 
Books and -conferences, concerning 
matters of Religion, when they will 
write or ſpeak cloſe to the Subject they 
handle, Let my Adverſary be a preii- 
dent; who in his Anſwer to the two 
Queſtions propoſed by one of the 
Church of Rome, he reduces almoſt all 
his Diſcourſes to formal Syllogiſms, al- 
though -he laboured that Anſwer, only 
for the ſatisfaction of a Lady ; and La- 
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dies.do not uſe to.be much verſt in Arti- 
ficial Logick, or formal Syllogiſms. And 
inthe late Diſputes betwen the Anna- 
baptiſts and Quakers, the greateſt of 
their Auditory. being made up of Wo- 
men and Tradeſmen, who have not fre- 
quented Univerſities, yet their . Argu- 
ments were framed in a Syllogiſtical 
way. 


common method of treating Controver- 
. fies reprehended in our Divines, Prote- 
ſtants or Catholicks; and being more- 
over inclined thereunto, as having been 
bred, the greateſt part'of my life in Fa- 
mous Univerſities, where a Scholaftick, 
and DialeCtical-method is ; moſt in 
vogue, I thought no juſt exception 
would be made againſt me, ſhould I in- 
dulge my ſelfin a thing nothing extra- 
vagant, and ſuitableto my inclination : 
eſpecially when I intended my Book 
particularly for learned men, who are 
not unacquainted with Syllogiſms. And 
for the ſatisfaction of Proteſtants in this 
matter, twill without doubt be enopgh 
to ſee, that my- Adverſary, Dr. Sr. al- 
though he ſeems to-have been reſolved 

0 


Since thereforel had never heard this 
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ta. pardan mem nothing which he could 
find tobe any way obnoxious to his Re- 
proofs, has. not carped at me upon this 
account. However, if any one be not 
ſatisfied with theſe Reaſons, he may 
paſs aver the Formal Syllogiſms, laid 
down -at the cloſing of each point, in 
Dr. Stilling fleet againſt Dr. Stilliug fleet : 
only I deſire him to make the Deducti- 
on by himſelf,-in the manner he ſhall 
think beſt, | 
. The Two Syllogiſms therefore, 
wherewith, out of the Propoſitions a- 
bove mentioned, and afſented unto by 
the Doctor, I demonſtrated the Romar 
Church to be free from [dolatry in the 
Veneration of Images, Adoration of the 
Hoaſt, and Invocation of Saints, were 
theſe : 

A Church that does not err againſt 
any Article of Faith, or Fundamental 
poxnt of Religion, does not teach Idola- 
try. See Prop. 3. 

But the Rowar Church is a Church, 
that does. noterr againſt any Arricle {of 
Faith , or Fundamental point of Religion. 
See Prop. 5» 

T herefore ſhe does not teach 1dolatry. 
Bur 
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But ſhe does teach YVeneration of Ima- 

ges, Adoration of Chrift in the Encha- 

rsft, and Invocation of - Saints, See Prop. 


te 
Thereforernone of theſe Practices, as 
taught, andallowed of, by the -Romar 
Church, are Idolatry. 
We mayadd'this farther Diſcourſe: 
A Church, thatdoes not-err againſt this 
Fundamental :point , viz. '7he Honour 
ane only to the Creator, is not to be given 
to the Creature, does not teach Idolatry ; 
all Idolatry being deſtructive to the fore- 
mentioned-point. See Prop: 3. \ 
But ſuch is the Rowan Church, as is 
evident by the fifth Propofition. 
Therefore ſhe does'not teach #dolatry. 
And hence manifeſtly appears, how 
palpably Dr. Se. Contradicts himſelf, in 
charging the Roman Church with Ido- 
;latry, and:;yct granting her to be a True 
'Chorch, unerring againſtall Fundamen- 
tals. For it is as much, .as if he had ſaid, 
ſhe does not err againſt-any- Fundamental 
point, yet ſhe does err againſt ſome. 


CHAP. 


(155) 


———_ 


a... —_— 


CHAP. VIIL 
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Several Duibbles againſt the aforeſaid 
Doltrine removed, 


Rom what we have hitherto ſet 
Yee: calily be anſwer'd ſeveral 
Quibbles, which Dr. S$:. & others,do, or 
may, objec againſt the Doctrine above 
eſtabliſhed. The DoQtor often inſinuates 
that there are two ſorts of Idolary. 
The one conſiſtent with the Being, but 
not with the Soundneſs of a Church:: 
The other-inconſiſtent with the'very Be- 
ing of a Church : and he makes the. Re. 
man Church guilty of the former kind 
of Idolatry, and not of the latter. 
Whence he concludes, that he does not 
commit any Contradiction by charging 
the Roman Church with this ſort of Ido- 
latry, and yet granting her to be a true 
Church. 'But this objeQtion vaniſhes to 
nothing.; becauſe we have ſhewn, that 
the general notion of Jdolatry, allowed 
by the'Dr. is inconſiſtent with a _Funda- 
"mental, and-Eſſential.point of Religion ; 
and 
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and conſequently with. the very Being 
of a True Church. And fince there can 
be no kind'of -Idolatry, which does not 
participate the general notion of Tdola- 
try, as is evident, it- manifeſfy follows, 
that all ſortspoſlible of Tdolatry are in- 
conſiſtent with the Being of a Church. _ 

Moreover, we have already demon- 
ſtrated, that Dr. Sr. affirms, 'in the pla- 
ces quoted aboye, the" Idolatry allowed 
of by the Rowan Church ita be as bad, 
nay worſe, than the groſſeft Tdolatry of 
the Heathens. Now if the grofſeſt 1Ido- 
latry of the Heathens be deſtructive to 
the Being of a Church, as certainly it is, 
(neither does; nor can Dr. Se. deny it) 
how is it credible, that an Idolatry yet 
worſe than that, ſhould be conſiſtent 
with the Being, and Efſence of a True 
Church? The Dr. might as well, with 
the ſubtlety of his wit, diſtinguiſh two 
Antichriſts; the one, that is contrary 
to Chriſt ; the other, though werſe than 
the former, that is not contrary to 
Chriſt, but his intimate Friend. For [I 
am confident, that one may as eaſily 
find ont ati Antichriſt, notcontrary to 
Chriſt, as an Idolatry not dſtrutive - 
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the Being ofa True Church. 1n the like 
manner he might ſay, (-and therein he. 
would highly oblige the Libertins of our: 
Nation ) that-there are two ſorts of De-+: 
bauchery , the one, inconſiſtent with a- 
good life; the other, though far-worſe 
than the. former, yet conſiſtent with it: 
and then tells us, that-one cannot be a 
200d, and, pious man, and yet a De- 
bauchee in the former ſenſe; But that 
if one be a Debauchee in the latter ſenſe, 
C which is yet [far more horrible, than 
the foriner;}) he may very well be a good 
and pious man, without the, leaſt ſhew 
of ContradiQiion 2 and then laugh at us; 
as half-witted men, becauſe.we cannot 
underftand theſe Niceties, 

Certainly, there -has-never been yet 
in the world a man, who has more ob- 
liged Idolaters, than Dr, St. has done, 
I, and ſmany more with- me, have al- 
wayes believed, that there is 'no Idola- 
try, which is not-Idolatry; and that all 
Idolatry is.inconſiſtent withithe Being of 
a True Church. But the incomparable 
Dr. St.-has:found out- one Idolatry, 
that. is: no-[dolatry ; another Idolatry, 
which kills a Church ; another, though 

worſe 
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worſe than the former, that- makes her- 
only fick; and another finally, that is 
_ an EffentialperfeQion,, and' a neceſſary: 
ingredient of 'a True Church; + as: we 
ſhall ſee, when-we come to-examin (his: 
Anſwer to our Appendix. Now-fince-the 
Dr, has invented ſuch pretty- kinds of 
Idolatry, who can blame him/ for ma. 
king oor Church, both True and Ido: 
latrous ? 

Again the Dr, anſwers, (clear himſelf 
from Self-contradiction ) that he never 
affirmed, the Rowan Church did, or 
does teach inexpreſs terms, any. ſort of 
Idolatry, or that che honour due only to 
God, may be given to 4 meer Creature. 
But that ſhe only teaches thoſe things, 
wherein-Idolatry lies : which. is not to 
reach Idolatry expreſsly: as for inſtance, 
ſhe does: not-teach the Veneration ſhe 
exhibits toTmages to be Idolatry, and 
yet lawful; for that would be- to teach 
Idolatry in expreſs. terms but rather 
ſhe affirms the contrary, viz. That the 
forementioned Veneration is not Idola- 
trous: for ſhe thinks, that the. honour 
ſhe exhibits to Images, is not Divine 
Worſhip : however, becauſe the Dr. | 
will - 
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will have her to be miſtaken in theſe per- 
ſwaſions, he impeaches her of Idola- 


ry. 

Now the- Subſtance- of this: Anſwer 
comes tobe, that although to ſay, that 
the Roman Church is a True Church, 
and yet that ſhe does teach Idolatry in 
expreſs. terms, be a palpable Contra- 
diction ;; yet there is no.,appearance of 
contradiction in ſaying,.as he does, that 
the RomanChurch is a True Church, but 
yet that ſhe does teach-thoſe things 
wherein Idolatry liesz which are his 
words, p4g, 29. or that ſhe.does teach 
Idolatry, not in expreſs terms, but only 
by Conſequence, as he ſajcs pag. 21. 

But Heave to others to- examin, how 
this does agree, with what Dr. Sr. 
affirms; in ſeveral places of his Diſcourſe 
concerning the Idolatry-praCtiſed in the 
Roman Church: endeavouring to ſhew, 
that ſhe does expreſsly aCt againſt the 
Second Commandment of God, ( accor- 
ding to their account) wherein is prohi- 
bired idolatry.) when ſhe teaches the 
Veneration, and Worſhip of Images. 

Beſides, this objection is caſhiered, 
by what has been alreacy —— For 
Ince 
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fince the Idolatry Dr. Sz. fathers upon 
the Roman Church is defttucive to a 
Fundamental point of gn; and 
IE to{the very-:Being of a 
True Church, as has been-already de- 
monſtrated., 'tis impoſſiblez:-that a 
Church, - remaining a. True Church, 
ſhould teach ſuch an Idolatry, either in 
expreſs terms, or by good Conſequence: 
and .as the'Dr.. will not grant, that to 
teach Idolatry only by Conſequence, 
teaching'thoſe things wherein it lies, is 
enough to free the Roman: Church from 
being really Idolatrous ; -otherwiſe by 
this Anſwerihe himſelf wonld diſcharge 
her from che-Crime of Idolatry he caſts 
upon her , 'ſo-neither car it excuſe the 
Roman Church from being no True 
Church ; the: oppoſiteneſs -of Idolatry 


with the Efſence of a Church, conſiſting 


inthe Reality of the thing, and not in 
the particular perſwaſiou of ſuch as 
teach it. Wherefore to ſay, that the 


Roman Church is a True Church, and 


yet that ſhe does teach Idolatry in the 
manner aforementioned, 1s to commit a 
_ - Þajpable ContradiQtion. 


Moreover, 'tis certatnzneithercan the 
Dr, 
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Dr. queſtion jr, thar the Churches of 
the groſſeſt ſort of Heathens, did reach 
Tdolatry, defiruttive ro the being of a true 
Church, and in a manner deftruttive 
thereunto ; and yet they did not teach 
ITdolatry in expreſs terms, but only by 
Conſequence, teaching thoſe things 
wherem Jt did lie, For either they did 
affirm ( though by miſtake) that the 

bject, to which they gave Divine Wor. 
ſhip, was not a meer Creature; or that 
the honour they gave, was not proper= 
ly Divine. For what Heathen did ever 
teach in expreſs terms, That che honogr 
ane. only to God, may be given to a meer 
Crearnre ? So that were this objection 
of any force, it would excuſe the 
grofſeſt Heathens from praCtiſing, or 
teaching any Idolatry, deſtructive to the 
Effence of a True'Church. Nay, if 1do- 
latry, becauſe it is taught, not in expreſs 
terms, but by conſequenee, is not des» + 
ſtructive to the Being of a Church, he 
might alſo affirm, that upon the ſame 
account it is neither deſtrnctive to the 
ſoundneſs of it; and conſequently the 
Roman Church would not be, according 
to the Dr. 's opinion, not only True, 
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. but Sound alſo, For if this Doctrine. be 
true, the deftructiveneſs of iopery is 
not tobe taken from the thing, which is 
praQtiſed or taught,but from the manner 
of practfing it, or teaching it. All Here- 
Hes, if they be truly ſuch, are deſtructive 
to'the very Being of a True Church, be- 
cauſe they ſeparate the Socicties. that 
profeſs them, from the Church of 
Chriſt, as the very notion of, Hereſie 
does import : yet according to. this ans 
ſwer of the Doctor, they would be. con- 
fiſtent ' with the Eſſence of. a. True 
Church ; becauſe there is no Heretical 
Church, which is not miſtaken jn. ſome 
thing that it. teaches ; or which, does 
teach to be an ;Errour or Hereſie, that 
which ſhe maintains as a Truth: yet be- 
cauſe ſhe teaches thoſe things, wherein 
her particular Herefie lies, and becauſe 
ſhe teaches to be true what really 1s an 
Errour, and an Errour contrary to an 
Article of Faith; therefore ſhe is an He- 
retical, and no True Church. _ 
Whence it follows, that ſheuld one 
dffirm, that ſuch a Church is True, and 
yet that ſhe teaches thoſe things, where. 
in Hereſie, and Errour againſt FO 
| | ocs 


does lie, he, would, beyond debate, con- 
tradict himſelf : and if it be a:contradict- 


wo s s oo 


or-Eſſential Errour, deſtructive. to .the 
Effenge thereof ; as ſhe mult neceſſarily 
do,if the teaches Idolatry,. whetherſhe 
teaches.if, in expreſs termg,. or only:by. 
conſequence, whether by.tniſtake or nots 
For although miſtake, may excuſe him, 
who has it, from erring maliciouſly, yt 
not fromecring, nor ghe Church that 
ſhould teach ſuch an Errour, from beibg 

Erroneous. vom 
Since therefore Dr, Sf. does not ex- 
cuſe the Roman Church from Erring 8- 
£5 L. 4 gainlt 
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nough, if ſhe teaches any, Fundamental, 


ETD." ND 
gaiafſt this Fundamental point, Th: H- 
wour due only i 'Gbt, js not to bt yovento a 
iter Creature, he - chmiot txroſe her 
from a Fundaments] Errovr, inconfift- 
et with the Beinggf a True Chiirch; 
ud confequently he cannot excuſt hith- 
ſelf from a manifeſt Contradiltion, in 
gravting the Rojo Church to bea True 
Church, and yet 'charging hex with 
DoArines cotitatning Idolatry. 

Afterall thefe attempts, on 'the part 
of the Idolatry he fathers upon us, had 
proved unſuccefsfol ; he turns himfelf 
tothe other part'of the Contradiftion, 
faying, that whe he grants os Roman 
Church to be a\Tyhe Chiarch, heinmeatis 
thereby nothing'elſc, but that ſhe Joes 
embrace all Efſetttial poitrs "of Faith , 
conched 51: the © Antient Creed of the 'Ca- 
tholick_Chitrob7; and he thibks it very far 
from an contradiob, to affirtn, thac 
a'Church may embrace all fuch points, 
and yet teach 1dvlatry : and therefore 
he faies, that although the 'Church of 
Rowe d6es own the Fundartiehtals of 
Chriſtian Faith contained in the Antient 
Creeds, yet 'ſhe debauches thofe very 
Principles, Which ſhe profeſies toown, 

. pag. 
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pag+ 34. This objection is alſo angulled, 
by what we have laid 'down above, 
Enft, Dr. Sr. dacs not only grant, that 
the Rowan Church does embrace all the 
Effentials points of Chriftian Faith, -and 
conſequently amongſt the reſt this point, 
viz, T he Honour due only to Ged, 15. not 
zo be asven to a meer Creature; which he 
confeſles' to be one of them : But alſo 
he allows, that ſhe does not err againſt 
any Fundamental point of Faith : this 
being'my Fifth Propoſition ; which he 
aſſents unto, and calls it his Concefſion; 
Now to ſay, That the Rowan Church 
does not (err againſt any Fundamental 
point, ( as he faies ſhe does not) and 
yet that ſhe teaches Idolatry, (which is 
to err againſt a Fundamental point, even 
according to his Principles ) is a palpa- 
ble contradiction, 
Secondly, When Dr. Sz. grants our 
Church to be a True'Church, as he does, 
without doubt he takes's True Church 
as contradiſtinct from a Falſe Church, 
or from a Church which is not 
True z otherwiſe he'would interpret in 
a quite contrary ſenſe this his Conceſſ- 
en, The Roman Church is a True Church, 
L 3 1 ©. 


i, C, The Ronan Church js no true Church; 
which interpretation cannot butſeem to 
any prudent man very ridiculous! Now 
' a Church may faileo be a TrueEhbvureh, 
cither becanſe ſhe does! not: poſitively 
embrace ſome-Eſſential point, or 'be- 
cauſe ſhe denies/fome Effential point; 
and errs againſtit z and to the: Efſence 
of a True Church it is requiſite, not on- 
ly to embrace poſitively all Fundamen- 
tal points, but alſo-not to. err againſt 
any one of them, as I have. demanſtra- 
ted above. Neither do T thipk,.that Dr. 
$:.will ceny'it 3; otherwiſe he would, 
doubtleſs, have: ;:dehtyed our Fifth Pro- 
- poſition, Whoever - therefore \aftirms, 
that our Churchis a Trve Church, and 
yet that it errs againſt a-Fundamenral 
point, ( asnecefſarily it muſt; if it main- 
tains Idolatry ) does as much as affirm, 
11-1s True, and not True, .-{ - 
Thirdly, let's ſuppoſe, ( fince 'tis poſ- 
fible ſor a Church to contradict her ſelf ) 
that a Church, embracing all the ancient 
-Creeds, with the Articles contained 1n 
them, ſhould{notwithſtandirig) contra: 
dict her ſelf, denying ſome; of-the main 
points cauched. if thoſe Greeds, , and 
E* 1 own 
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owned: by -her, ſure Dr. Se. will 'not © 


ſay, that ſuch a Church is a- True 
Churchz and that by contradiQing thoſe 
main Articles of Faith ſhe does only de- 
bauchthem, but not-ruine, or deſtroy 
them. Certainly every Contradiftory 
ruins it Contradictory; and every 'Con- 
trary deſtroys its-/ Contrary.” Will the 
Dr. affirm, that the'grofſeſt of the Hea-: 
thens.Idolatry did 'only: debauch, and 
not: deſtroy, this 'Prindiple owned ty 
them, viz. The bonour due only to God is 
wot to'be given to 4 meer Creature ? and 
after-the-Dr. has taken ſo much pains to 
ſhew, that the Veneration of Images, 
owned by the Roman Church, is point 
blank againſt their 2d Commandment, 
will he fay now, it only debauches it, 
but does not deftroy 'it > Wherefore 
Dr. Se. cannot defend, that the Roman 
Church does teach Idolatry, without 
granting, that ſhe contradicts, and de- 
ſtroys a Fundamental point of Religion; 
neither: can he grant, that ſhe- contra. 
dicts a Fundamental point of Religion, 
and yet allow that ſhe'isa True Church. 
So that to maintain onthe one ſide that 
ſhe teaches Idolatryz-and* on the other; 
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that ſhe is a True Church. js 10 comms 
a manifeſt Cantradiftians _ |: 1 

L inſinuated-in- my Book the; (imili+ 
tude' of a way fram one place:to ano- 
ther, hinted atalſa by the Dr: pag. 50, 
which may _ contribute much; 10, clear 
this matter. Suppoſe, as the cuſtome is 
in ſome Almanacks; which ſet-down the 
true: waies from; one place: tg:anotber, 
one ſhould deſcribe True way, :how 
we may go from Laden 10 Fark; and 
ſetting down all.the.;Town: ,-whicha- 
thers commonly mention; ſhoald-untere 
mingle them withother- places, that lie 
either the- quite contiary way; .or-at 
leaft quite out of the. way!; a8 for in» 
 ſance; from Srawferd, (whictlies inthe 
ordinary way ) to the Fenmes; thence 
to Salibury; thence to Plimouth ; thence 
to the Weft=ndjes,' and.if you pleaſe to 
Eaft- Indies alſo! : Fhe-won are alwayes in 
a true way from- Lopdon to York; only 
with this general advice, that whenſoc. 
ver you go out of the true-way,you muſt 
curn. back agajnz without ſpecifying 
which” places axe-. but of the; way; 
which-not :. but: ſetting-them down: all 
as paxts of the; Frup way. 'So:that. wboe 
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ever does not go through all the places, 
putdown in the forementioned deſcrip- 
tion, does not follow the way therein 
contained... Would not ſuch a deſcripti- 
qn: of a True: way from Lendesn to York, 
be extream rigicylous ? could there be a 
better piece: of 'Drollery ' than this, for 
Poor ' Robins Almanack ? 'or can-any man 
of comman fenſe,' knowing'that ſo ma- 
ny places, fetdown in the aforeſaid de+ 
ſcription, lie-quite out of the way from 
London r0 York, call the way there de- 
ſcribed a ,True 'way from London to 
York ? For certainly , whoever undere 
ftands what he ſaies, muſt needs under. 
ftand by @ True way from London to 
York, a way, that not only containg 
all the principal places from the one Ci. 
ty to the other, but moreover does not - 
contain any place quite out of the way. 
This is juſt our caſe with Dr. Se. He 
freely confefles, that the Remen Church 
13a True Church, and a True way to. 
Salvation p but withsl he affirms, that 
ſhe does not only contain thoſe main 
points, which he thinks ſufficient co con- 
ſtitute a True Church ; but alfo other 
particular points, which he looks upos 
| as 
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2s groſs Idoldtryaod open Violations of 
the Divine Law; and conſequently de-: 
tructive tothe Salvation af men £ which: 
particular pointsithe Ramas/Church de-. 
livers, nothas.Errours, .bub:asi Truths, 
and/ 'Articles:obþ Faith, -;which-all are 
bound:to afſent pato. :SÞ'that: whoever: 
denies 'any- of-thoſe - particular: points; 
cam no mare: bea;| Rowan iCatholick, 
than if: hoi detyed:.fomeinf the main 
points of -Chriſtianity,-commin both to 
Catholicks and-Proteftants-"Ndw ſince 
Dr. Se.: 13 of: this perſwaſiod, that the 
Roman- Church teaches: and: requires 
groſs. idolatry,. and  opet-violations of 
Gods Laws;: how can-beiſay withour 
manifeſtly; contradicting, himſelf, that 
notwithſtanding 'all this; ſheis:a' True 
Church, :and/a» True: way: ro: Heaven. 
Cana True way to:Heaven;be:made up 
of a highway to Hel]? as: certainly 1- 
' dolatry is+:0r i9.not Idolatry'as far our 
of the way to: Heaven, as the Weſt- 
Tndiec is out of. the way from:-London to 
ZLork:? The anſwer of /the Dr: in effe 
is this. If-you he a Roman: Chatholick; 
you are fa a True-way to Heaven; and 
yet. if yow-be.a, Rowan Cathplick, you 
"E arc 
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arequite out of the way to Heaver!: and 
whether this be not pure. non-ſenſe, .L 
leaveit:to- the judgment of any impar- 
tial perſon whatſoever. /Whence I con» 
clude, that all men of Reſon muſt needs 
underſtand þy.a True Church, « Church 
that does not. only. poſitively. embrace 
all thoſe points, and Articles, which are 
requilite.tQ, = Being of a Church ;. but 
moreover. docs.not teach, nor. require 
any thing. whatſoever deſtructive to Sal-. 
vation; as doubtleſs groſs Idolatry, and 
open Violations of the Divine Laws, 
are. | 
- As inſignificant and ſenſeleſs as this, 
is another evaſion, ( or rather the ſame 
in other terms ) the Dr. makes uſe of, 
741z,. that we may be ſaved as Chriſtians, 
but not as Roman Catholicks; and that 
we may: be ſaved, if we repent; bur 
not otherwiſe. And what Rowan Catho»- 
lick did ever affirm, that Proteſtants, 
or any Hereticks whatſoever, are dam- 
ncd as Chriſtians; or becauſe they hold 
the general Principles of Chriftianity, 
wherein, they agree with good Chriſti 
ans ?: but only as holding the particular 
Errows, of: their reſpective Religions ; 
| (98 ALY © "neither 
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neither witl they be damned, if they Re. 
pent. And yet. Nr. St. proxends, that 


' Proteſtaiits: have 'a mott Charitable o- 


pinion of Catholicks, in'order'to their 
Salvation, "than Catholicks have of Pro- 
teſtants, See my book, pag. 7,8. Yea, 
there is no Religion!, which does not 
hold fome general Truths, wiz. That 
weought to vepent of our [in1, and rewald 
our Ervoirs That' wo ave boiind' to bee 
eve, and do whatſoever God will have us 
believe, or 'do, and ſuch like3-neither is 
any one damned' for © holding theſe 
Truths ; nor if he ſincerely repents of all 
his ſins, and retracts all his -errours : and 


yet ſure Dy. St; will not grant, that all 


Religionsin the world are Frue, and the 
very ſame with Proteſtaney, as he ſaicy 
eurs 1s. -\ 

* The forementioned Anſwer. of Dr. 
S:. puts me in mind of what one anſwer- 
ed a Prince, who was alſo a Biſhop, 
when being checked by him- for having 
committed ſome great miſdemeanour 
unbeſeeming a Biſhop, he ſaid, that be 
had done it' as a Prince, not 44 a Piſhop; 
the other replyed,” But if the' Devil car- 
ries away your Highneſs as a Prince, _ 
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will become bf you 4s 4 Biſhop ? 

I the like manner,” if Dr. +, athirms, 
that Rowan Catholicks, as Tuch, are 
damned, .canhe imagin, that they will 
be ſaved as Chiiltians?” Tn fine, accor- 
ding to this anſwer of Dr, St. it is ao 
tore poſſible for. Roman Catholicks to 
be ſaved; that for a than tobecome_ h 
Horſe ; which is altogether impoſlible. 
For the repugnancy that is, for a man 
to become a horſe, is. not grounded up- 
on the Genefical Predicates, wherin he 
agrees with a Horſe; but npon his ſpe- 
<ial difference; and Dr," Se, confelles 
the particular Tevets. of Rewan Catho- 
licks tobe 'tepignant to Salvation; . but 
not iſe getierd!:; and if this be the poſſi- 
bility of 'Salvation he grants us; and 
whereof he ſo much vapours, 'what Ca- 
tholick ever denied it to Proteſtants? 
undto ay, that we may be ſaved, if we 
repent of our particular Tenets, and 
recal them, C which we can never do 
Without quitting the Roman Catholick 
Religion) is as much, as if he ſhould 
ſay, that the Rowan Catholick Religion 
is a true way to Salvation, but that it 
will never carry you thither, unleſs you 
quit 


WERE « {a + ; 
quit itz. which is, as L inſipuated in the 
name" quoted, a- pretty. piece of 
Non-ſenſe. _ FHDGICN 

Wherice we conclude, that, as Dr. 
$2. to fhew that the Rowan Church-may 
be Idolattous, though True, forges an 
1Jdolatry, "which is ho_Idolatry; fo to 
prove that ſhe may be a'true,Church, 
though Tdofatrous, he feigrs a true 
Church' that is no true Church. '. And 
who cart wonder now , that Whitby 
ſhould ftile Dr. Sr. a Prodigy .of Inge- 
puity and Learning ; fince he has been 
able to invert Tuch'prodigious. diſtini- 
'ons of 'a tt6g Church, no true. Church 
and of an [d6latry, no 140 My: Y 
- And henice by the way,T infer a thing 
'of great comfort for Romari Catholicks, 
-which is, that when they hear their 
Church impeached of 1dolatry, in ſo 
many Ballads ae bor through the ſtreets, 
and in ſo many Pamphilets, that lie up- 
on every Stationers. Stall , there is no 
'more meant by the Idolatry they accuſe 
-us of, than an idolatry that is no Idola- 
try;or an Idolatry that is an eſſential per- 
feion of the true Religion ; and there 
js no great harm to be feared from ſuch 
I1dolatries as theſe. One 


: (6x75) 
One thing. there is, that I cannot'but 
wonder - atz which is, that fince-Dr. 
St. is ſo. eminent in compoling things 
though never ſo, oppolite. one to the 0: 
ther, the Anabaptifts and/Quakers did 
not. chuſe | him. for Arbiter in theirlate 
Conteſts. concerning . Religion, - For 
ought the Anabapriſt; had proved the 
tended ;,. notwithitanding the;\Dr..-our 
of his immenſe. charity; j.would have 
demonſtrated,; that they; were Þoth ſtil 
of the very ſame. Religiag,z9otonly. ar * 
mong themſclyes, . but.cven-with jt 
alſo, Fox if; e be able ORCAREe - 
polition FHliogs .that gria.ſo, mych one 
. at the other, as. a True Churgh/and. an 
Idolatrous (Church, .eyep.,: with - the 
grolſeft, ſort of Idolatry,, what. will he 
not compoſe $199 if be be.ſy charitable 
as to make. his. own, Church-the-very 
ſams in, ſubſtance with, an_Idoſatrous 
Church, , why not alſo with\a. No Chris 
ſtian Cliorch?, beſides ,. the Quakers 
and Anabaptiſts follow the very. ſame 
Rule, whereby . Dr. Se..regulates Pro- 
teſtancy, See his Principles; 5,13, 158 
For after a ſober and fincere enquiry 
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. they have thade fuck av) 4uiry or ot; 
chey ral be'theif owt | 6, with: 


out being bound to ſUbimi #6'u 7 Exte. 


cording tothe Dr. theiy 7 if Oils) tells 
then, That Chriſt is not God, Thut Chri- 
you Religion is not tre, or that there x 
we; All goes wall, and the 
ne of the very fame Religion with Dr. 
$+. adjuſting themſelves to his af 


rule. A lite Book, entituled A 7reaiſe 
of Humane Rexſen, diſguſted'tnuch 
Proteſtants as I have heard 5 'and yet it 
is nothing elſe, but an abſtraQt of mol 
very Principles and Gros, whereo 

this Champion of Proreftancy, Dr. Sr. 
builds the Vindication of the roteſtant 
Religion. 

Finally, becauſe the Dr. ſeems'ex- 
tream fond of his diftintion of a 'True 
Church, and a Sound Church, _ 
t 


made fits the 412" whether 
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1 N:- 
ted above, it will not be amifs to examina 
what he can mean by a Sound Church, 
and ſecure way to Salvation; which in 
this debate frgnifie the fame: Does he 
mean by it a Church, that is free from 
all difficulties, and Temptations? if ſo, 
then there is no True Church in the 
world, that is found and ſecure, For, 
even according to our Saviours Teſti- 
mony, the trug,way to Heaven is nar 
row, and difficult,beſet with ſeveral dan- 
gers, and temptations's which render 
the Salvation of men extream hazard-' 
ous; and encompaſſed on all with croſs 
and by-paths, and dark turnnings ; 
wherein many are miſs-led ; yea Chri- 
ſtian Religion, taken in its greateſt pu- 
rity, contains high Myfteries, not eafie 
" to be affented unto; and hard Precepts 
which go againſt the grain of our nature; 
and many miſcarry,: deterred by theſe 
difficulties. Does he therefore mean by 
it a Church qualihed with ſuch Laws, 
that whoever keeps cloſe to rhem till. 
death, ( and let] the way to Salvation 
be never ſo ſecure, yet if one does not 
keep toit "till death, what will it avail 
bim?) will EDI be faved, If this 


be 
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be his meaning, Wie is no True Church: 
which is not ſound and ſecure, in This 
ſenſe. For a True Church muſt contain 
al things neceſſary to Salvation, bothin 
qrder to our Belief; and Practice, as 
i5 certain: neither does Dr, St. deny 
it : and ſure, whoever dies, having dif- 
charged all things neceſſary to his Salva- 
tion, as well. in .xeference to his Belief, 
as Practice, will certainly be ſaved; as 
is manifeſt from thoſe words of our "Sa- 
viour, $5 vis ad vitam ingreat, ſerva man- 
data: which-is a much as if he had ſaid, 
whoever obſerves my Commandments, 
ſhall certainly be ſaved : and doubtleſs 
rio Body can doall, that is neceſſary to 
Salvation , without obſerving Gods 
Commandments. 

Does he mean by it a Church, that 
does not teach any thing whatſoever, as 
an Article of Faith, which is either an 
Errour, or Corruption? This ſeems to 


-be his meaning, But neither is it poſſi- 


le, that any Church whatſoever ſhould 
be a True Church, and yet not found, 
and ſecure in this ſenſe. For it is a ma- 
nifeft Contradifion to affrm,. Thar 
ſuch a Church is:a True Church, .buc 
yet 
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yet that {he fathers upon God, or teach- 
es God to be the Author of ſome Errour 
or Corruption z as. neceſſarily ſhe muſt, 
if ſhe teaches any Errour. or Corruption, 
as an Article of Faith. A True Church 
muſt not err againſt any Fundamental 
Point of Faith, as is certain z nor conſe- 
FL againſt this point, God is mot 

Author of any Errour or Corruption 
whatſoever : which, doubtleſs, is Fun- 
damental. A true Church therefore muſt 
not teach any Errour or Corruption, as 
an Article of Faith; or ( which is the 
ſame). muſt not teach God to be the 
Author of any Errour, or Corruption. 
For to teach this, is to err againſt the 
forementioned point. 

Does he mean byit a Church, that 
does not require, or enjoyn, any Pract- 
ice, or any other thing, deſtructive to 
Salvation ; as doubtleſs all Idolatry is, 
whether he teaches it as an Article of 
Faith, .or not ?, But how can a Church 
be true, and yet not ſound nor ſecure, 
in this fenſe alſo ? A true Church muſt 
lead men'to Salvation ; and certainly it 
cangot lead men to Salvation, if it en- 
joyns, and requires them to do things 

M 2 de- 
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deſtructive thereunto. Wherefore 1 
"cannot ſee what Dr.'S#.. is able to mean 
by a Sound and Secure Church ; which 
does not prove, citherthat there is 'not 
in the world any Church True and 
Sound ; or that there is no Church True 


which is not Sound, and ſecure; and we 


are fo far from confounding a True 
Church with a Sound and Secure 
Church in the firft ſenſe abovemention- 
ed; 4.e. with a Church free from all 
dangers and difficulties, as Dr. Sf. 
will needs ſuppoſe we do, that we con- 
ſtantly afirm, that there is no True 
Church in the world, Sound and Secure 


1n- that ſenſe; according to what I ſet. 


down in my Book, pay. 5. But the Dr. 
did not think fit to take notice thereof. 
From whar: has been agitated in the 
precedent Diſcourſes, it manifeſtly ap- 
pears, that Dr. St. is guilty of Self Con- 
- tradiction, by aſſerting that {the Romer 
Church is a True: Church, and yet char- 
ging her with Idolatry, yea the grofleſt 
Idotatry of the world : and as I promt- 
fed at the beginning, lam willing ts ad- 
mit, as Judges in this plea, the Learned 
men in our two famous Unjverſhities. - 
CHAP, 
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CHAP, IX. 


The Doltor's Anſwer to my Appendix, 
| proved Frivalous. 

F Come now to conſider, what Anſwer 
Dr. Sr. is pleaſed to afford to the 
Appendix of my Book; which he At- 
tacks in the next place; wherein, to 
confirm the former Doctrine, concer- | 
ning the Nullity of the Charge of Idola- 
try, caft upon the Rowan Church, I pro- 
ved, that either his Principles, whereon 
he bottoms the forementioned Charge, 
were not good, or that he himfelf was 
an Idolater : and the greateſt part of his 
Anſwer, being contained in lefs than 
three leaves in Octavo, is ſtuffed up 
with Scoffs, gawdy expreſſions, jingling 
Metaphors, fuperfluous Digreffions, 
Ratlery, and ſuch like Chaft, the com» 
mon Ingredients of his Books, After I 
had declared each premiſe by it ſelf, I 
ſummed up the ſubſtance of my Argu- 

ment in this manner, | 
Whoever Worſhips God repreſent- 
edina way far inferiour to his Grear- 
M 3 neſs, 
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neſs, is an Idolater,according to Dr.St.'s 
main Principle ; whereby he pretends 
to make good the: Charge of Idolatry 
laid upon vs in the Veneration of Images. 

But whoever Worſhips God repre» 
ſented unto him without the Beatifical 
Viſion, either by Images, by words, or 
by Imagination, he worſhips God repre- 
ſented in a way far inferiour to his 
Greatneſs, as.is manifeſt. | 

Therefore whoever Worſhips God, 
GR unto him without the Bea- 
tifical Viſion, either by Words or {ma- 
ges, or by his own Imagination, as is 
ding to Dr. Se. 's Principles, is an Idola- 
ter : but Dr. Se. does worſhip God re- 
preſented unto him without.the Beatiki. 
cal Viſion, either by words, by Images, 
or his own Imaginations, as is evident, 
if he Worſhips God at all. Whence 
I conclude, that he is an Idolater, accor- 
ding to his own Conceſſions. 

Now Dr. $t. cannot deny the Conſe- 
quences, if he once grants the Premiſes : 
neither can he deny the Premiſes with- 
out eating his own. words, or denying 
ſome manifeſt Principle, For, certainly 
he is not ſo wicked, as to confeſs that 
he never Worſhips God; nor fo 'Pha- 
na- 
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natically-pround, 'as ito 'ſay, That he 
does enjoy - the! + Beatificoal | Viſion; 
Whence it follows, that he muſt grant, 
tharhe Worſhips God repreſented unto 
him in ſome mannerbeneath the Beati- 
fical 'Viſion. For it is certain, that all o: 
ther Repreſentations of God, differcnt 
fromthe Beatifical Viſion, muſt necefla- 
rily fall beneath it. Hence I infer, that 
all Repreſentations of God, excepting 
the Beatifical Viſion, C which is an In- 
tuitive Knowledg of God) are inferi- 
our to his Greatneſs, For allſuch Repre. 
ſentations, as the Apoſtle teaches us, 
are Empmatical, and per ſpeculum, not 
repreſenting God, on the part of the 
object, /cuts eft, as he is, but ( as 
Scholaſtical Divines-term them ) #nade- 

uate and abſtraftive, per Species alienas, 
be [dea's alien, and far' eſtranged from 
the Nature of God; and conſequently, 
infinitely beneath his Greatneſs, For 
whatſoever is not God, mult neceſſarily 
be infinitely beneath him. Since there- 
fore all Repreſentations- of God not 


* as hes, bur by alien Species, and Idea's 


(ſuch are all Repreſentations of God by 
words, by Images, or by abſtraQtive, 
and imperfet Imaginations ) are far 

4. infe- 
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jaferiour' to his Greatneſs, and Majefty; 
it is manifeſtly inferred; that :whoever 
Worſhips God, reprefented unto-bum 
either of the forementioved manners, 
moſt needs worſhip him repreſented-in 
a way far inferiour, to-his Greatneſs. 
Neither does Dr. St. in his Anſwer to 
this point, any where refute this DoCt- 
rine; but rather confirms it, confefling 
plainly, peg.39. That bis Conceptions can- 
zot reach the Greatneſs of God; and he 
would be a Fapatick ſhould he aſſert rhe 
contrary. Now fince Dr. Sr. worſhips 
God repreſented unto him by his own 
Conceptions, theſe; remaining far be- 
neath his Greatneſs, we conclud that 
Dr, $:. worſhips God repreſented un- 
to him in a way inferiour to his Gran- 
deur,' ang Majeſty. Wherefore, to ſave 
himſelf from being an Idolater, he muſt 
neceſſarily deny this Principle to be true, 
viz.. Whoever worſhips God, repreſented 
ynto bim in a way inferiour to bu Great=- 
veſs, 15 an Idolater. Yet this is the:main 
Principle, whereon he grounds the 
Charge of Idolatry, caſt upon the 'Re- 
w4z Qhurch, ta the Veneration of: Ima- 
gcs: and hence is manifeſily- ones, 
aq =rY. at 
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that the aforcſaid Charge, as bottomed 
upon a4alſe and-Sandy Principle, is al- 
rogether groundleſs, and frivolous ; 
which was what 1 intended by this Ap- 
ix,, made in confirmation of what 
I had laid down before, to prove our 
Church guitleſs of Idolatry. 
Let's now-examin, what Artifices the 
Dr. uſes, to clear himſelf from this im- 
putationiof Idolatry, drawn vp-againſt 
bim-out-of his own Principles, and to 
prevent the Train ( as he ſaies pag. 35. ) 
laid to blow him up, fetch'd from his own 
Stores, Firſt, he ſeems to have been in- 
clined to ſuſpect, that this Charge of 
Idolatry csft upon kim, =y intended on- 
ly for a pece of Drollery.: This is a pretty 
To bs Gave off all Arguments «b ab(ux- 
do; which are very concluding, and fre- 
quent among Learned men ; when to 
prove the inanity of ſome Principle pro- 
duced by the Adverſary, they lay open 
the abſurdities which thence enſue, A 
compendious Anſwering to all ſuch Ar- 
guments,according ro this incomparable 
DoQtors way of apſwering , is. to tell 
thoſe'who frame them, That they are in 
jeft, and that withour donbe #hey —_ 
Mit 61? only 
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only to Drol, But if this-manner' of An. 


ſwering be warrantable;" "twill: be ſaſfi- 


cient to tell Dri Se. 'That his: whole Di- 
courſe ' of Idolatry, fand 'Fanariciſnt, 
charged upon the Roman Church, 'and 
almoſt all his'other works, were inten- 
ded only for pieces of Drollery. Aper- 
fon of Quality, 'and 'no 'Roman-Catho- 
lick, coutd: 34 no-fitteriplace in his Lt- 
brary ſorsDr.'S+.fs. Diſcourſe of the Ro + 
man Idolatry,” than to put it among the 
Play-books.'' © 

- Aﬀter this, to annul the aforefsid 
Charpe of 1dolatry, he betakes himſelf 
ro admiration, What, fates he, pag. 353 
;5 it come tothis'at laſt i ? and am [become 
an [dolater too, who was never apt to think. 
my ſelf inclined fo much as to Superſtition ? 
I marry Sir, This is a ſpeedy way in- 
deed to eiſparch Arguments, with no 
more than an Admiration. W hat ! Dr. 

Stillingfleet and Idolater > Dr, Stilling- 
fleet, inar- Zealous man for -Religion ? 
who knows not how to defend his own 
Church 'to'-be True, without laying 
down Principles, that prove all Chur- 
'ches; - never ſo Heretical;: or Schiſmati- 
_ T9 be true, [and  Orthadox. Dr, 
Stilling- 
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FStillingfleet, that pious and godly Pro- 
teſtant.} who has ſo great a kindneſs for 
the: Proteſtant Church, that he makes 
her the- very ſame with an Idolatrous 
Church, and with ſuch a kind of ]do- 
latry,.that is worſe than the adoring a red 
Cleath for God ! Dr, Stilling fleet, ſo Reli- 
gious a man, thatby all we can gueſs by 
his Principles alledged above,we cannot 
determin, whether he be of any, or of 
no Religion ! What, ſuch a man as this, 
an Idolater ! no, God forbid. And why ? 
Becauſe ( forfooth) he was never apt to 
think, bimſelf smclined that way. Excel- 
lent! juſt as if one ſhould ſay, The 
Heathens cid not think themſelves Ido- 
latrous, nor.inclined that way : There- 
fore they. were no Idolaters. I wonder, 
why Dr. St. who boaſts ſo much of his 
Charity, does got go to Newgate to in- 
ſtruc the MalefaGtors there, how they 
may defend themſelves, when they are 
Arraigned for Thieves, or Murderers ; 
telling them with one (ole Exclamation, 
they may invalidate all the Evidences 
brought in againſt them. What, They, 
Thieves? They, AMurderers ? They,take 
eWway mens Goods, and Lives too? who 
were 
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wer? never apt to think themſehoes inclined 
but ta works of Piety ? and as coming in» 
firuted by ſo good an Advocate, they 
would; doubtleſs, be.inftantly diſchar- 
ed, ; PCI $265 2) els | 
' . But if- this be the Champion of the 
Enel:ſk Church, as heis cryed up tobe, 
ſhe is in as miſerable a condition, any of 
her Enemics con wiſh her. Such Defen- 
ders as theſe, have brought the Engliſh 
Proteſtancy ſolow, that 'tis no wonder 
they ſhould in every Sefſion of Parlia- 
meat give her a Cordial tokeep hera- 
live. Such Miniſters contribute far more 
to the ruine of Proteſtancy, than any 
Roman Prieſts. Yea, if this manner of 


anſwering berſolid, it follows alſo, that 


the Charges of Idolatry, and Fanati- 
ciſme, wherewith he impeaches our 
Church, are without difficulty repealed, 
ſaying only, What, The Church of Rome 
Tdolatrons ! That Church, which bas ba- 
niſhed Paraniſme from the greateſt part of 
the World ! Should ſhetntroduce an ido- 
latry more deteſtable, than the groſſeſt Ido» 
_ (atryof the Pagans ! T bat Church, which 
even "Proteſtants themſclues confeſs, to 
bave been the only vifible Chnrch of Chrifts 


for 
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for above 1000 years, and acknowledge her 
to be the Mother Church, the Patriarchal 
Church of the Weſt, the firſt See, prima 
Sedes, atrue Member at leaſt of the Ca- 
tholick Charch, unerring mm all. Articles of 
Faith, the Very ſame with their own 
Church ; from whom they pretend to derive 
the Ordination of their Biſhops, and. by 
whom have been handed down. ta them the 
Books of \Scripture ; upon'which alone they 
ground their Religion : that ſuch a Church, 
and acknowledged as ſuch, ſhould be im- 
bed by Proteſtants, and among the reſt 

y Dr. St. who in moſt things agrees to the 
ormer Charatter.given of her : Should, 1 
ſay, be impeached of an lddelatry more de- 
reſtable, than the Adoration of an Animal, 
a Statue, or ared Cloth, for God; is in- 
deed a thing worthy of. Admiration, and 
whereof ſeveral moderate Proteſtants are 
aſhamed. But why ſhould any one won- 
der, that Dr. Stilling feet ( Dr, Stilling- 
fleer Tl ſay) ſhould bean Idolater ; and 
only becauſe he was never apt to think 
himſelf inclined that way ? Although, 
never abſolutely accuſed him of Idola- 
try; but only on ſuppoſition, that the 
Principles + whereon tie pretends* to 
eſtabliſh 
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eftabliſh the Charge of Idolatry caſt vp- 
oh us, were warrafitable ; which is ve- 
ry different, as preſently ſhall be made 
to appcar. . » * iadlow | 
He goes on, and ſales (par. 53.) 
That all the comfort he found left, was to- 
wards the conclufion of my Book ;, whereio, 
as he affirms, I confeſs, That the ſame 
Argument proves the Prophetz, Evange- 
lifts, andthe Holy GhoFt oimſelf to be I- 
dolaters : and-then he adds, that be hoped 
there was nogreat harm to be fearedin fo 
good Company. But Dr. St. very diſinge- 
nuoſly leaves out this Clauſe contained 
in my Book, viz. or it proves .xothing : 
which renders the ſenſe very different 
fcom what thoſe words, as quoted by 
the Dr. may ſcem to import. .For ſure 
he will not deny, but that it is a very 
different thing to ſay abſolutely, Dr. Sr. 
is an Hypocrite , without adding any 
thiag more, or to ſay, Dr. St. «s an Hy- 
pocrize , if he holds one Religion in bis 
heart , and profeſſes another exteriourly., 
Now my intent was, by diſcovering the 
vaſt abſurdities, which wait upon Dr. 
Se.*s Argument, whereby he pretends 
to prove Rowan Catholicks guilty of [. 
les ] 


dolatry, to ſhew the.inanity, 'and 'nulli- 
ty. thEreof, according to;that-irrefraga- 
ble Maxime of Rational Diſcourſes, Our 
of Truth alone neither  Falſity, nor Ab- 
ſurdity does follow + and becauſe! perhaps 
ſome might not think it any abſurdity to 
grant, that Dr. S:. is.an Idolater ;- and 
conſequently, admitting it,'might ſtick 
to his Argument, I added, . that the ſame 
Argumentof the Dr. had it any force in 
it, would prove the Evangeliſts, and the 
Holy Ghoſt.to' be Tdolaters :. an abſurdity 
ſo great, that no Chriſtian can aſſent un- 
to.: and when we argue ab abſurdo, the 
greater, and more evident the abſurdi- 
ty, we infer, is, the better is: the Ar- 
gument. So that my Diſcourſe runs 
thus 2.2 ; 
_ Either Dr. Se. 5 Argument proves the 
Evangelifts, and Holy Ghoſt, to be Ido: 
laters, or it proves nothing ; as I have 
ſhewen throughout that Appendix. 

Bur it does not, nor cannot prove, 
the Evangeliſts, and the Holy:Ghoſt to 
be [dolaters. .For certainly:there can be 
no good proof. of a Falfity, or Abſurdie 
ty.: 15195 31% 
? Therefore -his Argument proves no 

thing. When 


Me”. 
When ſhall we find any thirg in the 
Dr. that looks like a rational Anſwer ro 
_ this Charge of Idolatry, which lies ſo 
heavy upon him, out of his own Te- 
nets? He ſaics ( pag. 37-) Thar God. 
did forbid, in the Commandment, the wor- 
ſhip of him by Images; but not the wer- 
ſhip of bimby our Conceptions, although 
unſuirable to bis ' incomprebenſible nature; 
without taking any notice of what I ob- 
jeted to the contrary : for ! g. 19, I 

a{firmed, that the Dr. himſelf,” pag. 59. 
in his Diſcourſe concerning the- Rowar 
Idolatry, did underſtand the prohibitt- 
on contained in the Commandment, of 
all kind of Similitudes, or Repreſentations 
whatſoever, whether of a real, or #magi- 
nary Being. For the words of the Law: 
being general, all ſorts of -Repreſenta- 
tions, or Likeneſſes of God are neceſſa- 
- rily comprehended therein. Now, not 
only Corporeal Images, but alſo Words 
and Conceptions, are certain Repre- 
tations, and Reſemblances of their ob- 
; which Dr. St. never denied. 
Yea Knowledge, or Mental Concepti- 
on, is commonly defined a Formal Re- 
preſentation of-an Object; andit _ an 
| ordfna- 
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ordinaty opinion among Philoſophers 
fr wr and: abſtract Concepts 
ons, the mind frames an Idea of the Ob- 
je And certainly ſhould one adore his 
own thonghts,, and Idea's, he would 
commit [dolatry, and tranfgreſs: this 
Commandment. Wherefore this Comj- 
maadment does forbid the making any 
Image, or Repreſentation of - God, 
whether: Spiritual ; or Corporeal; nor 
abſolutely ; but as the: Law faics, to 
adore it. Since therefore, as Dr. St, con- 
felles in his former book, and the Rea- 
ſons now alledged do cvince, the Law - 
ſpeaks of all kinds of Repreſentations, 
and Reſemblances, in order ' to that ef- 
feet, why does he, in his Anſwertomy 
Book, confine the Law only to. Corpo- 
real Repreſentations ? ang 

Apain, if according to the Dictates 
of Nature, ( as Dr. Sr. affirms..pag. 36: 
who therefore thinks this command- 
ment-. to be: of an unalterable Nature, 
common toall, and not peculiar to the 
Jews) *tis Idolatry to repreſent Go: 
by Corporeal Images, .or to adore 11:17 
ſo + repreſented ; becaufe Corporrs 
things repreſent God ina way far bc« 


neat! 
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peath his Greatneſs, Cwhictr is the ten- 
fon he produces for the Law ) it foflows 
evidently, that whoever adores God 're- 
preſented unto him'in'a way beneath his 
Greatneſs, whether by words; Images, 
or groſs Imaginations ; ( for neither of 
theſe waies do reprefent him in'a man«+ 
ner ſuitable to his Majefty, and there 
_ are unworthy Conceptions of God, as 
well as unworthy Images ) is an Idola- 
ter: which is, what I intended to prove 
apainft 'him. For in natural Precepts 
(ſuch as this is } the Law extends as far 
as the Reaſon of the Law and accor- 
ding tothe conſtant Axiome of- Logict- 
ans, Caiſali verd iufert unver ſalem we- 
ram. If the Propoſition, which contains 
the cauſe, or reaſon of a thing be true, 
there follows neceſſarily an univerſal 
Truth. Wherefore if this Propoſition, 
who adores God reprefented by Cofpo- 
real things is an ſdolater, becauſeihe 
adores him repreſented in a way inferi- 
our to his Greatneſs, be true, as Dr. Se, 
will needs have tt to be, this Univerſal 
muſt alſo be true, + 09 adoves''God, 
repreſented in a way inferiour to his greats 
i an idol, But the Dr: nghs 
of. i" 
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i6 beſt. not to take. any notice at all of 
theſe [things :_ and I find, that among 
many other his rare accompliſhments, 
9ac ts,. that he is excellent in forgetting 
ſuch things, as he Knows he cannot an- 
+-Io the ſame page he will ſeem to lay 
iathe duſt my whole Diſcourſe, with 
theſe only words: But the miſchief 35, 
all this helers (of my Argument) & 
uſed againſt the Law-maker, and not a- 


$4inſ}, me. O Irrefragable Anſwer! if 


ſuch Anſwers as theſe will ſerve the 
turn, 1'le warrant you the Dr. will ne- 
yerbe puzzled. Let any ofie interpret 
the Law of God never ſo ridiculouſly, 
if he be orged with the Abſurdities, thar 
flow from ſuch an Interpretation, - his 
anſwer may be according ro this learn- 
ed.Dr. when he hath nothing elſe to ſay, 
That all the Abſurdities they pretend to 
arawv from his Interpretation, are apainſt 
the Law-maker, and not againft him. 
Here occurs unto me, what [ have late- 
ly read ina brief account of the moſt 
material paſſages between the Quakers 
and the Baptiſts, at the Barbican Meet- 
ing, London, _ 9. 1674. pag. 9; 

2 I0, 
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10. The Anabaptiſk preſs'd the. Qunkgr 
in this manner : the Apoſtle [auth., Let 
Women be filent in the Church. Why 
ſuffer ye Women to declare ? The Quaker 
anſwered, The Woman to be ſilenced , s 
the Fleſh. Has the Fleſh, replies the Ana- 
baptit, a Huiband? Tea, ſaies the Qua- 
ker : and who wit, replyed again 2be Ana- 
baptiſt. the Quaker promptly anſwered, 
The Devil. Bur the Azabaprift goes on, 
and urges, The Text faith, Let a Wo- 
man ask her Husband at home ; wwſ# che 
Fleſh be inſtructed by the Devil in matters 
of Religion? Here the , poor Quaker 
ſcemed, according to this, account, . t9 
be puzzled. But had Dr. Se. beenby 
him, he would have ſuggeſted to. him 
this calie anſwer. Alas for. thee ! Thoxs 


canſt not underſtand, All thy ſubtlety 18 a+ z N 


gainft Paul, and not againFt me, 


The debate between us and Dr. St. 


15 concerning the right meaning of Gods 
Commandment. , The Dr, ſaics, that 
thereby are prohibited all Repreſentati- 
ons of (0d, in a,way inferiour to his Great- 
zeſs, and the Adoring of him ſo Repreſens- 
red. Andafter1 had thewn out of un- 
_ deniable Principles the abſurdity of this 
1n ICr- 
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interpretatiori, can the Dr. think ir 2 
ſufficient anſwer to ſay, ' Al rhis ſubtle- 
ty is againſt the Law maker, and wot a- 
gainſt him ? Whenas all the Abſurdis- 
ties-I deduce, are againft Dr. St.'s inter- 
pretation of the Law, not againſt the 
Law ſelf, nor the Law-maker. 

In'the pag: 38. he ſeems to place the 
difference between -Thoughts of G6d, 
and Corporeal Images of him, in order 
to our preſent deſign, That the formet 
proceeds from the neceſſary weakneſs 
of our underſtanding, not being able ts 
reach the Greatneſs of God ; who there- 
fore has procured by ſeveral waies, ts 
prevent the errour of our Imaginations. 
But the latter are voluntary. This diffe- 


, rence, or diſparity, is very inſignificant. 


For, as it proceeds from the neceſſary 
weakneſs of a mans underſtanding, that 
we cannot repreſent God in our Con- 
ceptions and Imaginations, but in-a 
way far beneath his Greatneſs: ſo it 
proceeds alſo from the neceſſary weak- 
neſs: of all humane Art, and Learning, 
that we cannot repreſent him either by 
Words, or Corporeal Images, but in a 
manger very unſuitable to his Majeſty. 

N 3 And 
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And as1 have inlinuated ſeveral ti 
'tis-certain, that there are as unhand; 
ſome, and voworthy: Repreſentations 
of God, and as far beneath his:Great- 
neſs, in 1maginations, and in words;;.as 
in CorporcalImages. For what are Ima- 
ges, or Pictures, as I hinted pag. '20: but 
mens conceptions, and Idea's cither 
cut out in Stone, or ſet down in. Co- 
lours? And' as God does procure' ro 
prevent the Errouxs of 'our Imaginati- 
onsrelating to him, by ſecuring us, thag 
he is far greater, than we can imagin 3 
ſo he does procire in like manner, .ta 
prevent the Errours in. our Words, and 
Images concerning God, by ſecuring 
vs; that he. is far greater , than he can 
be expreſt, either by Words, or Images: 
Moreover , if the Or. underſtands; 
( for neither he himſelf ſeems to know 
what he would be at ) by the difference 
aſhgned- here by him, that we may 
chuſe whether we will make Corporcal 
Images of God, or not; but we can- 
not chuſe but think of God; and, by 
conſequence, Thoughts of God are ne- 
ceſſary : but Corporeal Images of. God 
are relays Then i reply, that this 
ail! py 
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diſparity dos not ſolve the difficulty, 
concermng the expreſſion, or repreſen. 
tation of, God in" words ; which is: as 
voluntary unto us, as the repreſentati- 
onsof him in Images. And-yct Dr. Se. 
will not ſay, either that-we cannot ſpeak 
of 'God without committing- Idolatry:; 
or that weare able to expreſs in words 
his incffable Majeſty, as it deſerves'tq 
be expreſſed. | 

Again many times to think of God is, 
in fome manner, free unto us; becauſe - 
itis free unto us, whether we will: hear 
Sermens, read Books, and recite Pray- 
ers, wherein ſeveral expreſſions of God 
are contained; and conſequently they 
Excite in us Thoughts of God, as re- 
preſented by them. And although the 
firft Thought of God be not free unts 
us, yet the continuation thereof is ſo : 
nay ſometimes Corporeal Pictures of 
God occur unto us, when by chance we 
light upon them, without more free- 
domeon our part, then the Thoughts of 
God : fo that were there no other diſpa- 
rity, than what the Dr, here hints at, 
*twould in that caſe beno leſs Idolatry 
to adore God repreſented by our Ima" 

N 4 gina- 
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ginations,: than by Corporeal Images; 
Another diſparity he | inſinuares; is, 

T bat our Conceptions, altbongh they :reach 
#0t the Greatneſs of God, yet they are Syi- 
ritgal Repreſentations of bus Nature; but 
Images are Corporeal. Reſemblances, and 
it is a great diſparagement to God, to bying 
bim down to & meanneſs of a Corpoteal 
Image. This anſwer is alſo very frivo. 
lous. Firſt, becauſe words are Corpo« 
real Repreſentations; yet it isno Idola- 
try to adore God as repreſented unto/us 
in the words of Scripture. Neither witk 
Dr. St. dare to affirm the contrary, al- 
though by ſuch words, God be repre- 
ſented unto us in the ſame, -or like man- 
ner, as he 1s repreſented in a PiQure, 
viz, with Hands, Arms, Mouth, Sitting, 
and with ſuch like Corporeal Expreſſi- 
ons. Seconcly, becauſe, fince our Con- 
ceptions do not reach the Greatneſs of 
God, we cannot think of God without 
abzfing him, and bringing him down to 
the Meanneſs of 'our thoughts. Seeing 
therefore, that according to Dr.: $e.'s 
Sentiment, it is: Idolatry to. repreſent 
God by Corporeal Images, becauſe 
they. canngt- reach his Greatneſs, bur 
x ne- 
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neceſſarily bring him down to mean Ex- 
picfſions ; upon. the ſame account it 


would be Idolatry torepreſent him by 


our Conceptionsz. and the difference, if 
any, would only be, that the former is 
fomewhat groſler, , than the latter. 
Thirdly, to adore as God any Creature, 
whether Spiritual, as an Angel, or the 
Devil, ox Corporeal, as an Animal or 
Statue, 1s flat Idolatry ; neither the dif- 
ference of Spiritual, or Corporeal, can 
ſave the one from being Idolatry, and 
not the others and -it would be very 
abſurd to ſay, that to adore the Devil as 
God tsnot Idolatry, becauſe the Divil 
is 2 Spirit; but to adore the Sun, as God, 
is Idolatry, becauſe the Sun is a Body. 
W herefore in the like manner there can 
be no reaſon to affirm, that the Adorati- 
on of God by our Conceptions is not 
Idolatry ; but that the Adoration of 
God by images is, becauſe theſe arc 

Corporeal, but thoſe are Spiritual, 
Finally he anſwers, pag: 38. That he 
had never ſuchan Imagination of God, 
as to apprehend bim like an old man fitting 
#1 Heaven, that he has no other Con- 
ception of God; but of a Being infinitely 
| perfcet, 
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perfeft,But with the Dr.'s leavegunleſs he 
enjoyes the Beatifical Viſion of God, & 
ſces God face to face, ( facie ad faciem) 
which we have no'reafon to believe he 
does, the Knowledge, and Conception, 
he frames of God, 'muſt neceſſarily be 
Enigmatical, as the $cripture terms it, 
and AbſtraQtive ; and conſequently by 
the Species, and Similitude of Things 
far eſtranged from God 2 whether of ax 
old man ſitting in Heaven, or of ſome 0- 
ther object it matters little : Becauſe 
Whatever is not God, is infinitely be- 
neath him. Beſides, when Dr. St. re- 
cites his Creed, with attention to what 
the words ſignifie, he muft needs con- 
ceive God by the Species, or Similitude 
of one, who hasa right hand, when he 
pronounces thoſe words, Seder ad dex- 
teram Des Patris Omnipotentss, and it is 
an intolerable arrogance in Dr. Sz. to 
ſcorn, as it ſeems he does, to conceive 
God, ashe js repreſented unto us in ſe- 
veral places of Scripture, under Corpo- 
real-Similitudes ; and as the Prophets 
themſelves, who writ thoſe Books, con- 
ceived him : their words being expreſſi> 
ons of their Thoughts and Conceptions. 
wy | More- 


UMI 


UMI 


Mi alot es! (AOKF7 iD 5 
.z. Moreover, I defire to know from Dt. 
Se. whether he ever lifts up. his heart, 
Jad Adores Chriſt, as he conceives him 
in Heaven,. or not. If not, 'tisno won- 
der he ſhould not dare to Adore Chriſt 
in the Eucharift for fear of committing 
Idolatry; whenas upon the ſame ac- 
count he dares not Adore him in Hea- 
ven. If ſo, can the'Dr. imagin, that 
he conceives Ghriſt in Heaven,'as really 
he is there, with that” Glory, Majefty, 
and Beauty, whict' neither eye bas ſeen, 
or ear heard, tor the heart of man bas 
been able to comprehend ? Is not the Con. 
ception he has of Chriſt in Heaven, like 
to'ſome Pictpres we have of our Savi- 
our in Glory ; which are only fancies of 
the Painter ? ' And ifhe cannot conceive 
the Humanity of our Saviour, as he is 
in Heaven, -much leſs his Divinity, 
Wherefore he muſt Adore Chrift in 
Heaven, if ever he Adores him, conſt. 
dered in a manner far beneath his 
Greatneſs. on 
Neither do we deny God to be a 
Being infinitely Perfect : which is the 
notion of God, Yet this does not hin- 
der, but that ſuch an Infinite Being _—y 
| c 
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be conceived by men under the Specits, 


or Similitude, of ſame Corporeal Sub: 
tance 2 as-we all confeſs, that an Angel 


is a, mecr. Spiritual ſubſtance; yet we 
conceive, and paint an Angel under the 
Species of a young men with wings on 
his ſhonlders; when as in reality ſuch a 


man-'is neither-an Angel, nor has any. 
Phyſical likeneſs, 'unleſs it be very re-: 


mote , with, him.: Yet ſuch a Picture, 
or Idea,'is commonly taken to fignifie 
an Angel. - | 


And here 'tis neceſſary to advertiſe, 
what Dr. Sr. will-not ſeem to reflect on,. 
That it is a very different thing, to take: 
ſuch a Statue, Picture, Enigma, or Em-: 
bleme, to ſ{ignifie ſuch an object, and: 
to take ſuch a Statue, Picture, Enigma, 
or Embleme, to be the very object-it: 


ſelf, or very like thereunto, In the City 
of Londox are put up three Statues of 
Women, with ſuch Attirement, to fig- 


nifie Faith, Hope, and Charity ; with 


whom they have no likeneſs at all: ſo 
that thoſe Statues are taken by the Citi- 
Zens to ſignifie thoſe Vertues, and to 
put them-in mind of them. But ſure Dr. 
St. will not ſay, that rhe Citizens of 

| Lone 
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London are ſo ſilly, as. to take Faith, 
Hope, and Charity, to be really three 
Women in ſuch a Dreſs ; or that they 
have any. real lizeneſs, unleſs very re- 
mote, with them. The ſame is to be 
ſcen in all Emblems., and Hierogly- 
phicks; which are, taken to ſignifie 
things very different. . Sa a Ring is an 
Emblem of Eternity : But who does 
think that Eternity is a Ring | 

In the like manner to take God tobe 
really az old man fitting in Heaven, with 
Hands, Arms, Mouth and Feet, or to 
have a great likeneſs with him, would, 
beyond queſtion be very diſhonourable 
unto God, and unworthy of him , but 
to take the Idea, or Picture of an Old 
man: ſitting #n Heaven ( Antiquus Die- 
rum ) as God is deſcribed by the Pro- 
phet )) or ſome other Corporeal Hiero- 
glyphick, contained in the Apocalypſe, 
or other places of Scripture, to ſignifie, 
and repreſent unto us God, a Being $1» 
fanutely PerfetF, is by no means difhono- 
rable, or injurious unto him + otherwiſe 
the Prophets and Evangeliſts would. be 
to blame for repreſenting him under 
ſuch Idea's or Exprefſions. Neither are 

| _ ns 
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-fhe-Pidtures. of: God; more Abd 
-bys:t0-the. miſtakes .of vulgar, .peq- 
pk, thenthe like expreſſions by x words, 
"ontained: in the Creed and Scripture, 
-as Tiofinyated in thy Book. But the Dr. 
"thought good to paſsit over. Wherefore 
if Dr. St, has a more ſubrilized manner 
of conceiving the Divite Eſſence, than 
the Prophets, and Apoſtles had, he 
may For it to himſelf : we, poor men; 
content our ſelves to conceive God 
as the Apoſtles and Prophets repreſent 

hini in the Creed and Scripture. 

From what hitherto has been diſcuſt, 
in relation to this point, it evidently ap- 
pears, that either Dr. Se, muſt grant 
himſelf; and if that be not abſurdity 
great enough, the Apoſtles, Evangeliſts, 
and the Holy Ghoſt, to be Idolaters; 
or confeſs, that the main Principle, 
Whereon he pretends to make good the 
Charge of Idolatry, ſaid upon us in the 
Veneration of Images; to be frivolous, - 
and infignificant: which is what we 
aim at. Butſuch is the obſtinacy of ſome 
men, that to. maintain one folly, they 
will run iato a thouſand; and they will 
de fure to! dv their work , whatever 
comes 
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comes of 'it;' Dr. Se, ſceitis to!be"fo 
Coinplaiſant, that ro the end we'maybe 
Hdotarers, heis willing to bear vs com- 
Þiny; ahd-'to be 'an Tdotater” himſelf; 
4hd to bring with him too the Prophets 
_ Und Evangelifts: 'and what harm i there 
tbe fearedin ſo good Company ? 

Yea, the way he takes to prove us 
guilty of Idotatry in the Veneration of 
Images cither is a meer dream, or it 
ſhews, there is »s Church in the world, 
though never ſo Orthodox, Pure, and 
Sound, which does not require Idolatry. 
For all Churches require, that we ſhould 
adore God, and - as repreſented to us in 
this life. Since therefore; according to 
the ordinary Providence, we cannot re- 
prefent God in this life, "acbes ;5, but in 
a manner far inferiony to bis Greatneſs, it 
follows manifeſtly , that all Churches, 
and all Religions, though never ſo Pure, 
and Sound, require, we ſhould Adore 
God, repreſented unto US; in a Way far 
inferior to bis Majeſty : + which according 
to Dr, Se. is flat fdotarry. So that "the 
' Dr. to be ſure to perſwade his Devotes 
tobeno Roman Catholicks, he perſwades 
them to be of no Religion; or, whieh 

is 
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is the ſame, deters them-;from:- that, 


which.is Eſſential ta 4ll. Religaons ; as is 
the Adaratiop of: God, repreſeated'in 4 
manucr inferior 10 his Greatneſs « and as 
to prove Koman-Catbolicks ; Idolaters in 
the , Veneration'of God by ;[mages, he 
proves himlelf, thei Prophets, and 'E+ 
vangeliſts; ;and all perſons whatſoever, 
that. profeſs any Religion, to: be like- 
wiſc Idolaters ; ſo to ſhew .us. guilty of 
the ſame Crime in the Adoration of the 
Euchariſt, ( which is the groſſeſt Idola- 
try he Fathers upon us) he mult declare 


as Complices, the Lutherans, who ad-- 


mic the Real Preſence, and Adore Chriſt 
in the Eucharift, as we do.; and whar 
good Reformers of the Roman Church 
were the Lutherans, (and yet as ſuch 
they arelook'd upon by Engliſh Prote- 
Rants) if they left her depraved with a 
more deteſtableert o-1dolatry, in the 
Dr. 's perſwaſion, than. is the Adoring 
of a Red Cloath for God. But ſuch is Dr. 
St.'s Zeal. So that Rowan-Catholicks be 
Idolaters, whoever elſe be ſo, he cares 
not. Friends or Foes, 'tis all one to him. 
It is to-affront the Dr. to imagin, that 
« man of his Employmeats has leiſure, 
to 
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to conſider the vaſt abſurdities, that 
flow from what he maintains. IND 

And,- to--uſe the*:ſame-words I fet 
down in the Appendix, pag. 21. I infer, 
andconcladeheiice, hiw little arconmr 's 
to be matle:tf "the Charge 'of | Idolatry" laid 
apon the Romen Chutch by Dr. St. ſeeing 
that the very ſame Principles, whereby ke 
prertnd5 to prove, thar Roman Cathdlicks 
att * 1doliters; do prove, or they prove nt- 
thing, (as is moſt certnin «© for an Arout 
ment, that proves too much, proves nothing ) 
that 'the* Prophets , the Evangeliſts ,” and 
the'Holy oh are Idolaters. And if itt 
tid masn point of | Idolatry, which he 'pre- 
tends to make manifeft, and undeniable 1- 
gainſt m,” be aoes err ſo Sacrileolouſly, and 
fo Enormouſly, may we not prudently think” 
that the other Charges, of I: fier moment, 
which he lazes upon the Roman Churth, 
aud wherein he does For pretend to ſo great 
an Evidence, are meer Whimſies, and ae 
litzous Calummes ? 
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Concgrning the other Contradiions con- 
: ited by the Dr, in the Charges be laies 
. upon the Roman,Churebe ;../: 

 F. 31S IKEA 17% BY PISS 28S] 
M* deſign at #he. beginning was, to 

Y-L purſue... in, particular- the.other 
Comtadictions, wherewith I charge the 
Dr,. But what hitherto has been. ſet 
down is ſufficient. . Firſt, becauſe. I.have 
manifeſtly convicted him of Self-cantra- 
diction, ./in aflerting the Remax Church 
to be, a True: Church, and. yet Idola- 
crous,' with the groſleſt Idolatry:» and 
ſince the main aſperſjon he caſts upon us 
is.this of Idolatry, (which therefore. he 
terms.the Adonth of. the Dragon) if he 
can clear himſelf. from Self-Contradicti- 
on in;this point, weare willing to de- 
clare him free from that imputation.in 
the other points, mentioned in my 
Book. 

Secondly, Becauſe we have ſeen, 
Thar the Dr. does confeſſedly grant the 
Roma Church to be & True way to 


Heaven, | 
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Heaven, a True Church, wnerting. ii 
all Articles of Faith: and hence foflows 
{ as already wehave cevidenced )) thar 
ſhe” teaches nothing as' an Artide of 
Faith, which is cither a Falfity, or Cor- 


ruption : and that fhe neither requires, 


fttor approves of any thing deftruQtive 
to Salvation: And yet after all this, Dr. 


'$t. matntains, that the Roman Church 


teaches,” and requires . Damnable Er- 
rours, and grofs Violations of Gods 
Laws : 'which doubtleſs are deſtructive 
to Salvation : and herein, according tg 
his Afperſion, conlifts the Eanger of Sal- 
vation; in-living and dying in the Com- 
munion of the Reman Church { That 
ſhe teaches and allows of particular En- 
thuſtaſms,; contrary to the Law of God, 
and countenances Rebellion, contrary 
to the Duty, due to Lawfuf Superiours ; 
which Duty is an Article of Divine 
Faith. And herein he conſtitntes the pre- 
rended Fanaticiſme' of the Roman 
Church : and finally © that ſhe teaches 
and countenances Diviſions in matters 
of Faith + which ſhe carfiot do without 
countenancing Herefies, and Errourg a+ 
2ainſt Arricles of Faith, WhenceI con- 

O z ' _* eldds, 
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clude,..that Dr. Se, palpably - contra- 
cis himſelf,” by granting. the | Rowan 
Church to be a True Church, and: yet 
charging her with danger of Salyation-in 


her. Communion, Fanaticiſme, and Di- 


viGons ih matters of, Faith. - 

** Thirdly, becauſe one notorious Con- 
rradiction being. evidenced againſt any 
perſdn, is enovgh to. oycrthrow all his 
authority, and credit, and to .vacate, 
Pris ak Enn the Arguments which 
depend upon his Authority, and . Faith- 
fulneſs, as the Dr. himſelf confefles, 
Since therefore Dr, Fr. ftands convicted 
- of a- palpable - Self-contradrction -in- a 
matter of ſo great a moment, as 1s the 
Charge of 1dolatry layed to the Roman 
Church ; and fince the other Charges 
above mentioned; depend upon his cre- 
dic,” and faithfulneſs in the Quotations 
he produces out,of our Authors, and 
- whereon he grounds ſuch Charges, we 
infer , that the aforeſaid Charges are 
Null, till he has. wiped off the Self- 
contradiction, Whereof he is Convict- 
ed';” or at leaſt till thoſe, who peruſe 
his Books, have found out, that. his 
Quotations are faithful; and effectual to 
t18 purpoſe, ; | I 
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» I have read not_long ſince, in the 
Catholick,; Apology ; (Third, Edition.) the 
Right, Honqurable, Author. whereof has 
handled all matters of Fact objeed-, «: 
gainft us, ſq accurately, and perſpicu- 
ouſly, that whoever is not reſolved to 
be. obſtinate, cannot.. but remain ſatis- 
fied:.. I have read ( I ſay ,) .in ti. cla+ 
borate Book, pag. . 269. What Gonga- 
mour; obſerved 5n.. one of | bis Letters fo 
Olivarcz, He ſazes, that being out- of £4+ 
riofity ance with King James at. Chappel, 
be perceived the Auaztory extreamly atten- 
tive to. their Miniſter; yet nevertheleſs 
they. wonld not ( be found) truſt him 4 
whit. For ne ſooner bad he cited a place of 
Scripture, but they all yan to their. Bi- 
bles, to ſee whether it were ſo, or net. 
Now if Proteſtants will nor truſt-their 
Miniſters, . and. are; taught even. by the 
Miniſters themſelves, .not totruſt them, 
when they quote, or rather rcad places 
out of their Bible, which they have be- 
forethem.,; citing the-Book, the Chap- 
ter , and the Verſe; and when. exery 
one, or at leaſt the greateſt part. of, the 
Auditory, have their Bible with them; 
ſo that if: the Miniſter ſhould forge any 

— O 3 | thing, 
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thing, | ' or be miſtaken 'F the leaft kind, 
his , or miſtake would preſently 
be diſcovered,” tohis Eterirat Sſyric c, 
for forging, or miſtaking, Gods own 
word; on not the word of men. If, 1 
fiy,-even inthefe "ri , where 
there is fo littfe reafon to ſuſpect any 
forgehie, 'or miſtake, they are 'tav ht 
not-to truſt their own Miniſters, w 
Roth" they truft ther in the Allegatt- 
ons \agamift the Romdn-Carbolicks, till 
anſres tave” env out, thar = 

alleage againſt vs, is, as" they ' 
ithe 'whetr many times the Miniſter 
dots not fo mnch as namethe Abthor 
forthe thing he qtiotes 3 or pames' the 
Author; but nott Book, or the Page; 
when he has not the Nothor before hito 
nerTperchanceYhas ever ſeen him; but 
what! he:quores, he hag received at a fe- 
con' or third hand? or if he has ſeen 
bir, it has been only perfunQotioufly'; 
of # long time fince, oy fa he ma have 
forgotten the words: when none of the 
Auditory have the Bovk with them; 
nor ('in- any times) know where to 
find it; nor, if they tg it '( pertaps ) 
moſt of them do' nor” underſtand the 
Pan- 
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Languape, wherein it is written ;ſo'that 
the forgery, or miſtake, if there be.any, 
is.noteaſily detected; and at molt is:n 
forgery, or miſtake, inthe word ofanan, 
not of: God? ſhould the Proteftants:ob- 
ferve only this rule,” (which they are 
taught by their own Minifters /) even in 
Circumſtances, where there is ſuſpicion 
of ſome forgery or miſtake, viz, not to 
truſt them,” but to-ſuſpead. their Judg- 
ment; til}they have conſulted the books 
theriiſelves, and-find, 'that whar: their 
Minifters-alledge; is'true; moſt of the 
Caluiinties urgedagainſt-us, wouldova- 
niſh to nothing : and if this is to be'ob- 
ſerved with- other Miniſters, 'even'-ac> 
cording to their own Doctrine, much 
morewith Dr. Sr. who by ſtandingicen- 
victedof Self.contradiftion has forfeir- 
cedall-his'Authority;:and Credit, -©-:: 
* The Dri ſeems very fond of his Trea-- 
tiſe' concerning the- Fanaticiſme of the 
Roman "Church ;  wherefore !twjll''\not 
be amiſs to add ſomething in particular, 
in reference to this pojat/ He faies, pag- 
Fr That'fo prove'; that” Fanaticiſme 
does neceflarily contaltca'Refitance' s- 
gainft — I unhappily. quote 
Pat, T4 


theſe 
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theſe his words, p.:14:#- in his Diſcourſe 
.concerning the FT aticifine ofthe Ro- 
. was Church z (By Fanaticiſme we: under 
| ſand either an Enthuſiaſtick, way of: Rels- 
gion, :or refiſting; Authority, under. pretencs 
 *»f: Religion. Now'I thought, that-Dr, Se. 
inthe-forementid6ed/words had given 
as'two different; Notions, or Deſcripti- 
ans, : of .Fanaticiſme;z but | was miſta- 
ken For-the De, asdt ſeems, intended 
otly inthatplace to aſhgn- two, forts: of 
Fafaticiſme; The teaſon of my-miſtake 
ways becaufe I ſuppoſed, that; the Dr. 
proceeded like; /aiSchalar, and: thati ac- 
cordibgly, begirning-to treat of Fana- 
neiſme, he would/give us ſome-Deſerip- 
tion;thereof. Bur he very illogically'tells 
usphow-many forts. of Fanaticiſmeghere 
is: withoubever tclling us what cit is. 
| I hope, he will pardom:thismiſtake!;,and 

1 promiſe nevestmore to- be; miſtaken in 
Hhini upon; - that: ecount 3:-n0x:, eyer 
xorſuppoſe,;that he proceeds like a.5cbo- 
at. WREC arg Binmot Db: 0 ime 2; 

.» Neither dpeg this miſtake of. mine ob- 
tru the truth of the- abovementioned 
.-Propelition;lgyed down by me; which I 
-proved:fromthe,common perfwaſion of 
SY Fe ». Mane 
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Mankiad.. Forgo body judges. that to be 
Fane y which is not grounded upon 
Wit, and Judgment, contray 
ryw Authority; Neither does, nor.can 

Dr. deny it.. Henge Iinferred, that 
the yery,'” conſtitution of the Roman 
Lat | which we both ſuppoſe to be 

{ hurck ) 5 is deftryuctive to Fana- 
| hoe! ccauſe ſhe does not | leave eve- 
ry one, to ; uided by his. private Spi- 
rit, and Judg nt, in matters 'of Reli- 
gion, andin the Interpretation of Scrip- 
rurez: but obliges all to ſubmit to her 
judgment, :as is manifeſt : neither can 
the Dr. queſtion it; ſince he oftentimes 
complains -of the Tyranny /( as he is 
pleaſed. to. term i) of the Romer 
Church, in. this point. See DotFor Stil- 
lingfteet .. againſt Doltor  Stillingfleet , 
pag. Io, all which he palſcs over in 
ſilence. .. 

Pages $2..the Dr. wonders, why I do 
not ſpeak 2, word of the Fanatick Princi- 
ples of Rebellion owned, as he will 
needs. have Mt, bythe Jeſuicical party, 
iz. The:King's deriving bis power fron 
the Jeple, and che progie+ 3. Authority to 

ae the Ks ing to account, and 5f they ly 
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6tit © 
a Jeſuit - Wi mew; at ni otil 
Jeſvits, but do the!Romy) 


approve tf 


which pres er 
ro. this day eo a val ; 
conrkg ed it Rome. $6 that. 
Fathers the "foF@qynlia : Principles 
upon the whole Fhody of the felvits, be. 
cauſe" they | : werp' delivered 5-44 one of 
their Community ;. but alſo | Rome, 
becauſe ir favours the Jeſuits 7 which 
Argument of the Dr's. ts axconch 
aSif you thould A thus ;"F ' Pe- 
ters] a" Member of the''t 'of 
Cambridge, preached in'the lane Wars 
a pn Principles ; Therefore not 
only the Univerhit g'of Cab age, but 
his Majeſty alſo; Th Grit ewen'a 
'a particulap kindtiefs for that Univerk- 
ty, do- countegarice” ſuch - ' Principles. 
"'Who-would o6r contempTuch's Conſe- 
"qoenceFApd yEthe Univerſity of. Cam- 
Prilge has nvtmade a more- poblick de- 
teſtation 
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teſtation of thoſe Rebellious Principles 
of Hog Peters, than the Body of the 
Jeſuits has made of the forementioned 
Dofttrines of Mariana... .. 

Beſides, the Pope, even. in the com- 
mon opinion of Proteſtants, is a Sove- 
reign Temporal Prince ef Rowe, and its 
adjacent Territaries, and as zealous 
( or more,. if we believe Proteſtants ) of 
his civil Authority, as ony other Tempo- 
ral Prince whatſeever, how then is it 
credible, that he ſhould countenance ſo 
much the Jeſuits, as the Dr. ſaies he 
does; if they did allow ſuch Rebellious 
Principles, deſtructive to the Sovercign- 
ty of Temporal Princes> Moreover, 
that party Dr. $7. ſpeaks of, is counte- 
nanced.by ſeveral Kings, who would 
be loth to be deprived of their King- 
coms.. But alas for them ! poor Princes, 
they do not nnderftand the Intrigues of 
the Jeſuits, though they converſe often 
with them : neither have they men a- 
bout them, able to diſcover ſuch perni. 
cious D6&rine King. Henry the 4h, 
of Frence, his Majeſties: Grandfather 
and the preſent Freach King, ( both fa- 
vourers of the Jeſuits ) are —— 

E 


| «©» on 
ed with matters of. State, and Civil Go- 
verament : but Dr. HRT Srifigfler, 
the great Polititian of the world, com- 
prehends clearly the true intereſt of * 
Princes; and though he has ſcarſe ever 
had any converſe with Jeſuits, yet with 
the ſubfety of his private Spirit, (where- 
by he isable to diſcover in a. moment, 
what Scriptures are Canonical, and 
which is their legitimate ſenſe) he has 
| learned their Intrigues, and peſtilent 
- Principles. Finally, thoſe, who undexr- 
ſtand the temper of Rome better than 
Dr.S:. affirm, that the Dorhinicans, and 
Clergy, ate as much {or more) counte- 
nanced there, than Jeſuits : and yet the 
Dominicans and Clergy, if we bclieve 
Dr. Sr.are no great friends. to Jeſuits, / 
In the. ſame page he ſaies, That :f 
]. W: anſwer again,” let him ſpeak, ont 
like a man, concerning thoſe Rebellious 
Principles abovementioned. Well then, 
F.W. ſpeaks out like a man, and tells 
the Dr. plainly, That he would be very 
ſorry, were he not perſwaded, that he 
detected the #foreſaid Principles more, 
than the Dr: himſelf does; for all that 
he can ' gather from his works. For, 
l $2 what 
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whatever Dr. Se.'s practices have been, 
which 7-. has not yet made it his bu- 
ſineſs to caquire. after ;| yet even thoſe 
very Principles, whereby he pretends 
to clear the Proteſtant Church-from the 
Erime of: Sciſme, do vindicate, had 
they any-force-in them, all - Rebelliens, 
and Treacherous' Conſpiracies, though 
never ſo execrable; and-are moſt de- 
tructive to-all Civil Government, than 
any Doctrines.of Afariana, as will ma- 
nifeſtly appear, to whoever ſhall take 
pains to compare them : Aad, to apply 
the Dr. 's own words to bimſelf, in_bis 
Anſwer to Dr. Creffj's Apologetical Epi- 
ſle, P: 4:75. He tbat owns the Principles 
that lead to him. Treaſon, wants only an 
opportunity to aft them. So thatif Dr. Se. 
has a juſt, and real zeal for hig Majeſties 
Intereſt and Security, according to what 
he affirms ( pag. 52.) his Principles do 
not lead him unto it, but the proſpect 
of ſome advantage thereby. 

I proved the Rowan Church to be free 
from Fanaticiſme , becauſe all Fanati- 
ciſme, as I ſhewed, or at leaſt that ſort 
of _ Fanateciſme, which maintaines re- 
bellious Principles, s againft al Lawful 


AN 


(222) 


» 


and competent Authority; as Drs $2, hini- 
ſelf muſt needs confeſs; * Now: what is 
countenanced by a-competent, and layy- 
ful authority, is not agairſt ofl ſuch av- 
thority; as 1s'/manifeſt ; and —_— 


ly, cannot be Fanaticiſme; atifealtthat 
ſort of Fanaticiſme, that maintains re- 
bellious- Pririciples. Sigce' therefore the 
Roman Chutch is a True: Church, uner- 
ring inal Articles of 'Fairh, and fince 
the Authority of a Troe* Church, is a 
lawful Authority, and ſufficient to clear 
particular waies of proceeding from Fa- 
naticiſme, as with ſeveral inſtances I 
have ſhewen ( pag. 9.) 'in the proof of 
my fourth * Propoſition ,* though the 
Dr. cunningly- paſſes them over, it evt- 
dently follows, That whatever the'Ro- 
*4arn Churctr countenances, as'Tong as 
p* remains a True Church, cannot be. 
anaticiſme, nor Rebellion; and by con- 
uence ſhe is free from thoſe crimes. 


+ « For why ſhouldany one inipute to her 


that, which ſhe does not countenance ? 

'To this the Dr. Anſwers ( pag. 54.) 
Firſt, That be charged 4s Fanaticks feve- 
ral perſons in our Church, who' were never 
rountenanced by ber, neither aid they fub- 
* mf 
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wit tolktr fatiouces, Bur what anſiver. is 
this to me; 'Who-pretended. poly to.clear 
our Church fro Fanatxciſme? and how 
can ſhe! be juſily jmpeached- of Fauati- 
ciſme, -whieh ſhe- does; not-.allow of? 
Yes, the Principal defign-of the Dr. in 
that Chapter,: was to-Charge the Ro- . 
wan Church: with Fanaticiſme, as ap. 
rs from its Tice... But: he «adds; that 

e produced thoſe inſtances to, prove a+ 
gainſt (bis; Adyerſary:: 7, G, That the 
Sets, and. Fanaticiſms among: Rroteſtants 
here uw England, could net be, the efjett of 
the reformation, (nce therewere as wiid, 
«td. eatravegert : Favatthi[ms.. before. 
Good! juſt. as if:-he hould have argu- 
ed in this manner. King, Henry the Seb, 
or Edward the 6th, could not bring in 
Proteſtancy here in Z»gland,. becauſe 
Lmther had broached it before 'in Germa- 
»y. There have beenFanaticks heretofore 
among, the Rowan Catholicks,: as there 
are now among Proteſtants;, But with 
this difference ; - That the very :Conſti- 
' tution of the ' Roman Church . is repug- 
nant to. Fanaticifine ;: ſince, it-exprelſly 
prohibits. ,men, to be guided, by they 
own private. Reaſon. in the Interpreta- 
4 tion 
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tion of Setiptore, and-obli 
mit to her judgment. On the- 
the Church of England, as it's is conſth. 


tuted; according to Dr. S#. *s tie 


on, favours all ſorts of : Fabirichine, 


fince it permits every- one-t#& be ledby 
his own private Spirit in the* wp ht 
tion of-Seripture, without eli. Df wy 
to ſubmit 'to the: Judgment F any 
Church 1n ſuch matters// ''*l 
He anſwers: ſecondly, that if blaw 
wer us countenanted by the "Authority: of '« 
True Church, 'ctaſes to be *Fanaticiſme, 
there flow hence monſtrous Abſurdities. 
Theffirſt is, that a prevailing Fanaticiſme 
ceaſes to be Fanaticiſme, (pag. 55.) Is not 
thisa ſtrange whimhe of the Drs. and a 
pregnant Argument, how little he values 
Church Authority, to ſay, that becauſe 
ſome particular way of Devotion comes 
ro be approved, and countenanced by 
the Authority of a True Church, the ap- 
probation of the Church ſerves only ro 
make it a greater, and a more prevailing 
Fanaticiſme, than i it was before? where- 
as I proved in my Book (-pag.'9«)) 
with ſeveral inſtances, That the 'appro- 
' bation of a True Church is FO to 
clear 
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elear,/ particular waies : of Devotioti 
fromtheimputation of Fanaticiſme, $6 
that: the difference. between' Fanatick, 
and Non-fanatick waies' of Devotion; 
does not confift in the extravagancyra- 
ther of the one, and not of the other 3 
( for both: may be extravagant enough): 
but ia that the former are againſt Aurtho-' 
rity, .the-latter according to. Authority. 
I will explain this DoCtrine, with-the 
Example the Dr. alledges in the place 
now quoted, of Treaſon and Rebellion. 
What difference is there between a' 
Loyal, and Rebellious Army ? Both 
Plunder, Harras, Fight, and Kill. 
The difference only is, that a Loyal Ar- 
my- proceeds according to Authority, 
and by order of their true Sovereign: 
But a Rebellious Army acts contraryto! 
Authority, and to the 'orders of their' 
Prince. As therefore it would be ex- 
tream ridiculous to affirm, That the ap- 
probation of a True and Lawfnl Prince 
' ſerves only.to make the proceedings of 
his. Subjects approved by him , more: 
Rebellious, or a more prevailing Rebel- 
lions: ſoit is abſurd to defend, as Dr. 
St. does, That the approbation of a 
k P Tcue 
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True Church renders particular, waies 
ef- Devotion, | approved. by her, more 
lyable to Fanaticiſme, or a 'more pre- 
yailing Fanaticiſme. | 

But the Dr. urges, That this would 
bean excellent way to vindicate the Fa. 
naticiſme of the late times; which,becanſe 
contitenanced by an Authority ſuppoſed com- 


petent enohigh by ſome, who then writ of 


Obeatence and Government, t ceaſes t0 
be Fanaticiſme., Speak out Doctor, was 
Cromwell a Truc and Lawful Governour 
of this Kingdome, or not? if you ſay, 
he was not, how can you have the.confi- 
dence to parallel our caſe with. theirs? 
fince you your ſelf defend the Roman 
Church to be a True & Lawful Church ; 
and the very ſame with your. own, 
if you ſay, that he was a True and Law- 
ful Governour, and his. Authority-com- 
petent, where is your Loyalty.? As for 
che Writer of the Book entituled Obe- 
dience and Government, let him anſwer 
for kimſeif, I deteſt that Doctrine : nei- 


ther am 1 reſponſable for what that Au-. - 


thor affirms : as neither Dr. Se. will 
. think himſelf obliged to own, whatever 


Proteſtants didiin the late Rebellion. 
The 
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"The ſecond Abſurdity he pretends to 
infer from our Doctrine is, That Pro- 
phets, and Apoitſes, nay our Lord hime 
ſelf, are according to. this Rule, una- 


. voidably Fanaticks, For what competent + 


Anthority, 'ſaies he ( pag. 56. ) bad they 
to cotncenance them ? Are you in earneſt 
Doctor, had Chriſt, the Prophets, and 
Apoſtles no competent Authority to 
countenance their proceedings ? This 
indeed.is-to caft them into the common 
heard of. Fanaticks, ſince no competent 
Authority, neither Humane, nor -Di- 
vine, did countenance, or approve their 
Preaching. - Can the Dr. deny, but thar 
Chrift, the Apoſtles, and Prophets were 
countenanced by Divine Authority, ma- 
nifefted by unqueſtionable Miracles ? © 
ot will he ſay, That Divine Authority, 
manifeſted by theſe Miracles, is not an' 
Authority competent enough to vindi- 
cate ſuch aCtions as it approves of from 
the Crime of Fanaticiſme? 

But the Dr. preſſes, that the Jewiſh 
Church, though zot yet caſt off, while 
our. Saviour lived, did not countenance 
bim, nor his Apoſtles. Whar then ? did 
| eyer affirm, that the Authority of a 

2 True 
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True Church was dejerminately neceſla- 
ry foclear particular practices from Fa- 
natictſme, as the Dr. moſt groſsfy 'ſup- 
poſes I did. I defended indeed ; that 
the Authority'of a True Church is ſoffi- 
cjent to clear ſuch- actions from Fanati- 
ciſme;' but [ never afſerted that it was 
neceſſary; yeal infinuated the contra- 
ry (pag. 9.) There are two waits to 
commiſhon mento Preach, and to Au- 
thorize their . manners of Devotion : 
Both of them ſufficient ; but neither 
of them determinately neceſſary, the 
one extraordinary, when God by evi- 
dent Miracles declares, that fuch men 
are commiſſioned by him : and'jn this 
manner Chriſt, the Prophets and the 
Apoſtles were commiſhoned by him : 
the other Ordinary ; when the Paſtours 
of..the True Church authorize men to 
Preach, or approve of fuch particular 
waics of Devotion? and.in this ſenſe I 
cleared the particular waies-of Devo- 
tion countenanced. by the ' Romar 
Church; which the Dr. confeſſes to 'be 
a Frye Church; (from the Aſperfion of 


Fanaticiſme. Neither can one" reafon- 


ably argue, that what is not countenan- 
—_— 4 , | R | 4: ced 
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 ced in the Second and Ordinary way, is 
- not countenanced by a competent Au- 


thority; ſince it may be approved of in 
an Extraordinary way, 

And though the Jews did not follow 
the Doctrine of Chriſt, yet they. ac- 
knowledged his Commiſſion, and Gods 
Broad ſeal , viz. evident Miracles 
wrought by him; when in a full Aſſem+. 
bly they affirmed ( 7oar 11, ) Hic homo 
multa Signa fact; Thi man ( Chiiſt )) 
works many Miracles ;' and certainly, 
fuch a publick atteſtation as this was e- 
nough to countenance and acknowledge 
his Commiſſion ; though out of obſtj- 
nacy they would not ſubmit to his Do- 
Ctrine: as Pilate declared our Saviour 
to be innocent, and guiltleſs, yet out 
of fear, leſt he ſhould diſguſt Ceſar, con- 
demned him to death, 

I cannot omit here the two famous, 
yet Contradictory Revelations, which 
are ſaid to have been made to St, By:d- 
#1, and St. Catheyin, concerning the im- 
maculate Conception of ovr Bleſſed 
Lady : To St. Bridgit, that ſhe was con» 
ceived without Original Sin; To Sr, 
Catherin, that ſhe was conceived with 

P 3 - Du 
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Original Sin. Dr. Se. ſcarce publiſhes a 
Book, wherein he does not inſert theſe 
Revelations; pretending thereby to 
blow up the Infallibility of the Roman 
Church ; ſince ſhe Canonized for Saints 


both St, Bridge, and St. Catbermn; and 


' approves their Revelations ; and conſe- 
quently ſomething that is falſe; as ne- 
ceſſarily one of the forementioned Re- 
velations muſt be : particularly he 
endeavours to prove hence. aganmiſt me, 
That ſubmiſſion to the Juagment of the 
"Church is not a Rule to juage Fanaticiſme 
by. For both theſe Revelations were ap- 
proved of by the [Roman Church'; and 
yet one of them was falſe; and there- 
fore Fanatical-: and one of thoſe Saints 
either was deceived, or went about to 
deceive; and by conſequence was a 
Fanatick. .See the Dr. pag. 61, 62. 

To this I anſwer, that the Dr. has ne- 
ver yet ſhewn; That thoſe two Revela- 
tions of the abovementioned Sunts, 
were approved of id particnlar' by the 
Ronian Church, or in general. True it ts, 
that the Roman .Church declaves them 
both -to be Saints, and to be famous for 
their Revelations : but ſhe does MFSNre- 
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Iarhagrove.of eyery.porticylar Reve- 
Jatien,. related to have been made unto 
them. The whole Chriſtian Church 
looks upon Chriſt,; and his Apokiles 
as famous for their | Miracles and: Da- 
Hrines : ſhall we therefore. hence infer, 
that the whole Chriſtian Church fap- 
proves of every / particular Miracle, 
related of them by any Author whatſo- 
ever; and of every. particular Doctrine 
which ſome one, or. other teaches, :to 


have been delivered. by them #| Are 


there not many falfe Miracles, and; Da- 
Ctrines, father'd upon Chriſt and- his 
Apoſtles? wherefore to the end, that 
the Roman Church be proved Fallible, 
by reaſon of the two'forementioned Re- 
velations, contrary the one to the other, 
it was neceſſary for. Dr, Sz. to have 
ſhewen, that they were'both appraved 
of by our Church : which the Dr. has 
not yet done, Thoſe two Saints nught 
be famous for their Revelations, 'and 
deſervedly look'd upon as ſuch, though 
the aboveſaid two. Revelations, or at 

leaſt one of them, had'been forged: 
Moreover, thouglrone of theſe two 
Revelations, as being contrary: one to 
P 4 the 
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-the other, was falſez-and the 'perſoh to 
whom” ſuch 'a Revelation is ſayed - 
have-been made, either deceived; 
was deceived , ſuppoſing ſhe affirezed, 
that ſhe had: had ſuch'a Revelation; ; yet 
.it does not therefore follow, that cither 
ſuch a Revelation was Fanaticiſme, ' or 
ſuch a perſon a Fanatick. -For ſure Dr. 
-Se.- will not enlarge fo much the roll of 
Fanaticks, as to affirm, That all ſuch as 
are deceived , are Fangicks. For fo: he 
muſt caſt himſelf i into that heard : fiiice, 
certainly he is not fo vain, as to' think, 
that in no Interpretation of Scripture, 
in no Tenet whatſoever, of ſo many, as 
he has laid down in: his Books, he has 
been deceived. Wherefore, as arr un- 
juſt Warr is not Rebellion, if it be'coun- | 
renanced by the Authority , of a True 
and'Lawful Sovereign Prince : For Sove- | 
reigns may wage unjuſt Warrs : So nei- 
thera falſe Revelation is Fanaticiſme, 
if it be countenanced by the Authority 
of 'the True Church; ſuppoſing, that 
the True: Church may countenance ſuch 
Revelations. For it is Eſſential to Pana- 
miciſme, as we ad ſens .to be contra- 
IE ROAEnolity COUTTE 399 51 
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I have enlarged my ſelf upon this 
point. of Fanaticiſme, becauſe the Dr, 
ſeems to hugg it, as the Benjamin of 
his Mimical Wit, and preſumes fo 
much of his endeavours in this kind, 
that he boldly atteſts, as we- hinted 


above , 'that his Adverſaries have 


not ſaid ſo much as oe wiſe word, to 


clear their Church from the Aſperſion 6f 


Fanaticiſme. The Dr. vapours, pag.59. 


[That this Charge of Fanaticiſme was a 


new Charge ( yet the Author of T5 Kats- 
aus, Stillingfieeton, tells us, whence he 


borrowed it ) snd zexther Bellarmin, 


Becanus, or any of their old beaten Soul- 


ders, could give them any aſſiſtance, they 
found not the Title of the Fanaticiſme of 


the Roman Church, in any of their Com- 
mon place Books; therefore plain Mother- 


- wit muſt help them. "Tis a wonder, that 


order has not been given to erect a Sta- 
.tueto Dr. Se. for ſo rare an Invention 
as this is, of the Fanaticiſme of the Ro- 
man Church; and if his. Mother-wit 


- could help him, without the aſſiſtance 


of Common.place Books, to frame 
this new Charge againſt us, well may 
the Mother-wit of his Adverſaries help 

them, 
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them, without necding the affiſtance of 
any Steunch- Author ; for ſuch he terms 
our Amntient Writers, to anſwer it? 
Theres a {hort way to gnſwer Dr. Sz. 's 
Books, without needing to read Antient 
Authors. Read only his Books, and 
.you will find the Anſwer to whatever 
he objects againſt us : ſofull they areof 
ſelf-comradidtions : They are like to 
certain venemous Beaſts, . that breed in 
themſelves the Antidote: againfd. their 
own poiſon, 

I have lagely read a perfect Cliaracter 
of Dr. Sf's.-ptoceedings, in-charging the 
Roman Church with Fanaticiſme,drawn 
by himſelf in & Sermon preached beforc 
his Majeſty 24. of Februgrylaſt, ' 1674, 
Where ſhewing, how licenotions people 
among the Gentiles heretofore ( as in 
theſe times among Chriſtians ) brought 
Vertue into Contempt , and having aflign- 
ed for the firſt Medium they laid hold of 
to effet. their wicked deſign, - wiz. 
The ſeperating Religian and morality from 
each other, he adds { page 11.) Theſe 
words, The next thing was to make 5t 
[ vertye?] to appear ridiculous; which was 
# certain way to makg Fools ont of love with 
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$5: : who do not confider what is fit to 


be laughed at, but whit is ſo. When So- 
- CratEd, at Athens, wnderrook, with many 


ſharp, and cutting Ironies, to. reprove the 
vices of his age, and with a great deal of 
Wit and Reaſon, to perſwade men to the ſo- 
ber prattice of vertue, the licentious people 
knew vot what to do with him : For they 
were not able to wahſtan the force of bis 
Argments. At laſt Ariſtophanes, ( ha- 
wing # Comical Wit, whereby he was able 
to make any thing ſeem ridicalous) ale 
though he knew very well the Wiſdome ang 
Learnivg of Socrates, yet 'to pleaſe, and 
bumour the people, he brings bim upon the 
Stage, and repreſents his grave mſtrutti- 
ens after ſuch a manner as turned all into 
8s matter of laughter to the people of Athens 
This u the method, which men take 
when they ſet their wits againſt Vertue, and 
Gooaneſs: They know #t 15 impoſſible to ar- 
L£ue men out of it: but it ts very eaſe, by 
ridiculous poſtures, and mimical geſtures, 
and profane Similitudes to put ſo grave, 
and modeſt a thing, as Vertue ts, out of 
connttenance, among thoſe, who are ſureto 
langh on the other ſide. 1 do not think, that 
ſuch thingscan ſigmfie much vo wiſe -— 1 
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but when was the world made up of ſuch ? 
and therefore it ſignifies very much to the 
[chief of thoſe, who bave nat the courage 
#0 love deſpiſed Vertue, nor to defend a 
-Canſe that is laugbed down. © 
_* Thus far the Dr, All which may be 
eaſily applied to Dr. St. himſelf. 

For the main task of the Dr. in his 
Treatiſe of the Fanaticiſme of the Ro- 
man Church, was to render ridiculous 


the Religious practices of the Roman 


Catholicks, and of ſo many Saints, fa- 
mous throughout the world, for their 
Zeal and Piety ; which C to uſe his own 
words) was 4 certain way to make fools 
ont of love with our Church; who do not 


confider what us fit to be laughed at, but. 


what is ſo. He could not be ignorant of 
the great reputation, even the modern 
Saints of our Church deſervedly enjoy, 
upon account of their Vertue; far be- 
yond what Socrates had : yetlike ano- 
ther Ariſfophanes, having. a Comical, 
and Drolling Wit, whereby he is able 
to make. any.thing, though never ſo Sa- 
cred, to ſeem ridiculous, only to pleaſe, 
and humour Licentions people,; he repre- 
ſents their grave Inſtructions, and their 
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Charitable and devopt practices, in ſuch 
2 manner,” 4s be tiurns all into a matter of 
Latghter. He knows it is impoſſible, to 
argue judicious men out of the opinion 
they have of St. Bennet, St. Dominich,, 
St. France, St. Ignatins, and St. Tereſa: 
but it is very cafie, by Mimical Expreſ- 
fions, and profancSimilitudes, to ren- 
der them ridiculous, and contemptible 
among thoſe, who are ſure to laugh on the 
ether ſide, But ſuch proceedings can fſig- 
nifle nothing to Wiſe men; but only to 
ſuch as have not courage, to love deſpiſed 
Vertue, nor to defend a Cauſe that is langh- 
ed down... | 
Come, Come, Dr. Stzllingfleet, it is 
too nofotious to all intelligent perſons, 
what you pretend with this ſcurrilous, 
& drolling way of attacking the Rowan 
Church, Your aim is to bting all Religion 
and Vertue into Contempt, ' and Deri- 
ſiob, however you endeavour to diſ- 
guized fo miſchievous a deſign with all 
Artifices poſſible. I wiſhfrom my heart, 
I were able"to impute your Miſdemea-. 
nours, and Miſcarriages in 'your Con- 
troverſial Books, to Ignorance, or In- 
advertency : Burton the one fide your. 
| 03” 4 . "Mi. - 
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| Miſtakes are ſo groſs, your Contradicti. 
ons ſo palpable, and your Afperſions fo 
notoriouſly ſcurriſous, that he muft 
needs bea Fool, who cannat ſee them; 
and on the other fide, the works. you 
have publiſhed, do proclaim you no 
Fool; thatT am forced to impute your 
unhandfome proceedings tg the Malice 
of your Will, not the Igaorance of your 
Underſtanding. - EEG. 
The Dr, ( pag. 70.) endeayobring 
to ſtave off the Self-contradiCtion charg- 
ed upon him, in imputing tothe Komen 
Church Diviſions in matters of Faith, 
ſaies thus. But the fourth and fifth Propo- 
ſition ( vik,. of my Bookin this point )) are 
the moſt healing Principles, that have yet 
ben thought on. Fie for ſhame ! Why ſhould 
we and they of the Church of Rome, quar- 
rel thus long ! We are very well agreed in 
all matters of Faith ; as 1 ſhall demonſtra- 
revely prove it from the Argument of ]. W. 
draven from his two left Propofitiens. All, 
who aflenx unto the antiepnt Creeds, are 
undivided in matters of Faith, by Prop. 
4. But both Papiſts and Proteſtants do 
- aſſent unfo the Antient Creeds. — Er- 


go, they are undivided in matters of. 


Faith; 
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Faith, And bath ws), % now done bis 
xs and-vory (1 ent proved the 
drng- 1 {er hope we may en- 
—_ tnefir of 31, as ea as thoſe of the 
Church of Rome, and that wn, m1 
henceforward charge mi with droiding fr 
their Church 17 any matters of Faith, oat 
woe at all- agreed in owning the pln 
Creeds; 'and ſeeing we are not divided 
from the Church, but by differing 'in mat- 
tersof (Faith, according to his Propoſition, 
3: follows, that we ave Fol Members of the 
True Church; and therefore neither guilty 
of Hereſie, ror Scifme. 

By what- Dr. Sz. ſets down here, any 
prudett man may clearly ſee, how 
groſyly, and wilfully he miftakes him- 
ſelf, My fourth Propoſition, fet down 
by me, pag. 12. whereof the Dr. makes 
mention in the place now quoted, and 
to which I refer my ſelf in the Syllogiſm 
I frame, pag. 13. runs thus. M1 rhofe, 
who aſſent to the antient Creeds, are, ac- 
cording to Dr. yg. *s opinion ( mark thoſe 
words ) xnds ded in matters and Arti- 
cles of Faith; and that was the Dr. 's 
perſwaſion, I proved out of his Ratio- 


nal Account, pag. 56, 58, and thence I 
CONle 
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conclude, pag. 13. that according to Dy; 
St. (mark thoſe words ) All thoſe, who 
agree to the antient Creeds, are of. the ſame 


Communion, and undivided in matters of 


Faith. .Now this wiſe Dr. moſt. groſsly 
ſuppoſes, that. it is the ſame forme t9 
ſay, A 1 thoſe, who agree to the autient 
Creeds, are, according to Dr. St. undivs- 
ded in matters of Faith, (where only re- 
late Dr. Se.'s opinion, & argue thence 


againſt him ad hominem,). or to ſay.abſo- 


lutely, All thoſe, who agree tothe antient 
Creeds, are undivided in matters of Faith : 
which words pronounced ſo. without any 
modification , -import, as if I were, of 
that perſwalion : whereas I am very far 
from it : neither here, nor in any other 
place, do I defend any ſuch Doctrine. 
Wherefore. the A45jor Propoſition, in 
the Syllogiſm ſet down by the Dr. is in 
his op:non True, (and conſequently may 
be ſubſervient to prove againſt him) but 
n my opinion it is falſe, and of no force 
to demonſtrate any thing againſt me ; 
and I confeſs, that it is a very compen- 
dious way to., compoſe the differences 
between me and the Dr, if one may ſup. 
poſe ( ashe here does ) That what he 


ſates, 
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ſases, 7 ſay, and that it is the very ſame 
tor*me to affirm, ſuch a thing 1s ſo, ac- 
cording tv Dr, St's opinion, or it is true, 
that Dr, Sr. thinks ſo, and ſuch a thing 
is ſo, oritis true what Dr. Sc. thinks : 
which Propoſitions, doubtleſs, are very 
different. For, to the truth of the for- 
mer Propoſition *tis enough, that Dr. 
St. be of that opinion, whether his opt-, 
nion be true or falſe : but to the truth 
of the latter, *cis requiſite, that his opi- 
nion” be true, and that what he ſaies be 
ſo, as he ſaies it is. 

"Certainly, Chriſtians may truly affirm 
without fortciting their Faith, that ac- 
cording to the opinion of the Fews, Chriſt 
7 not the Meſſias : will the Dr. therefore 
infer hence, that Chriſtians may truly 
aſirm, that Chriſt is not the Meſſias ? or 
that Chriſtians and Fews are agreed 11 
that main point ? Fie for ſhame ! (to uſe 
your own expreſſion ) youa Doctor of 
Divinity , and cannot diſtinguiſh be- 
tween Propoſitions ſo notoriouſly diffe- 
rent? Where is the ingenuity ycu fo 
much boaſt of ? Sure you imagined, that 
the Reader would be fo filly, as to take 
upon your bare word, what you write, 

or 


; —_— 
6r quote, without ever examining, or 


cofnparingit. By what I have ſaid in 


reference to the ZYajor Propolition of 
| his Syllogiſme, whereby he pretends to 
prove demonſtratively againſt us, That 
both Catholicks aid Proteſtants are a- 
greed in matters of Faith, any one may 
judge, what Demonſtrations we are to 
expect from Dr. St. 

As cancerting the Afinor Propoſition 
of the Drs. Syllogiſme, he ſuppoſes it ts 
be the ſame with my Fifth; wherein he 
is 2lſo wilfully miſtaken. For my Fifth 
Propoſition 1s this, All: Roman Cathe 
licks afſent unto the antient Creeds, where- 
as his Minor was this, Both Papifts and 
Proteſtants do aſſent unto the Antieat 
Creeds; where he adds, That Proreſtants 
afient unto the Antient Creeds; which I 
never affirmed : and the Dr. cannot be 
ignorant , that Roeman-Catholicks hold 
Proteſtanrs do not believe in that Article 
even of the Apoſtles Creed, Sanitam 
Eccleſiam Catholicam ; which in its true, 
4nd legitimare ſenſe ſignifies the Roman 
Catholick Church : and thoſe only are 
to be thought co believe Scripture, and 
the Antient Creeds, who believe them 
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in the true, and legitimate ſenſe + which 
in our Doctrine is only that ſenſe, which 
is agreabſle, or not repugnant, to the ex- 
poſition of the RowaxCatholick Church, 
So that Proteſtants, according to the 
perſwaſion of Catholicks, do not be- 
lieve the Antient Creeds becauſe they 
do not believe them rightly underſtood : 
But according to Dr, Ss. 's opinion Ro- 
man. Catholicks do believe the Scrip- 
ture, and the Antient Creeds, rightly 
underſtood. For his Rule is, that who- 
ever underſtands Scripture, or the An. 
tient Creeds, as by his natural {ory of 
diſcerning Truth and Falſhiod, he thinks 
mg are to be underſtood, ſuch an one right- 
ly underſtands them. Now Roman Catho- 
licks underſtand them, as the Natural 
Faculty in them of diſcerning Truth aad 
Falſhood, teaches them ; and Dr. St. 
ought to believe that we do fo , as ke 
will have us to believe the like of him 2 
andif wedo ſubmit to the judgment of 
the Roman Catholick Church, concer. 
ning the true interpretation of Scrip- 
ture, and of the Antient Creeds, the Na- 
tural Reaſon that is in us, teaches us 
todo. And ſure Dr. Sr. will not ſo fa 

Q 2 abaſe 
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abaſe the Authority of the True Church, 
and of her Doctors, as to affert, that 
whoever is induced by-their Authority, 
to believe ſuch to be the true ſenſe, of 
fuch particular places of Scripture, as 
they expeund them in, muſt needs milſ- 
interpret them. | 

Hence infer, that neither the Adznor 
Propoſition in the Drs. Syllogiſme is 
granted by us : and is not the Dr. like 
ro demonſtrate many things, 1f ſuch be 
his Demonſtrations, that both the 1a- 
jor , and A4inor are denicd by his Adver- 
ſaries? 1s not this to do his buſineſs 
very ſubſtantially ? Yet the forementi- 
oned Syllogiſme is a demonſtration a- 
gainft the Dr. that Rowan Catholicks 
and Proteſtants are undivided in matters 
of Faith according to his opimion;, and 
conſequently muſt be granted by him 
to be both of the ſame Church : and I con- 
cluded thence above, that he muſt either 
deny the Proteſtant Church to be True, 
or grant the Roman Church to be ſo. 

Moreover, the Syllogiſme I form, 
ag. 13. out of my Fourth and Fifth 
Propoſition. is a demonſtration againſt 
Þr. Sr. That all Roman Catholicks, as 
5 long 
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long as they remain ſo, are undivided 


in matters of Faith : which is all I there 
pretended. For I never intended to 
prove, that they were ſo undivided 


with 'ſuch, as are out of their Com- 
Trunion. | | 


——_—_— 
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CHAP. XI, 


Some Difficulties raiſed by the Dy. arainſt 
my Judgment concerning his manner of 


proceeding, Rejetted. 


TD Efore I make an end, | cannot bot 

take notice of ſome Difficulties 
Dr. St. ſets down in his particular Pre- 
face, relating ro the Judgment I frame 
of his manner of Proceeding, in theſe 
words. couched by me pag. 11. Iverily 
believe, that Dr. St. did his Intereſt byaſs 
him that way, could with Lucian, Porphy- 
rius, and thoſe many Libertines of ouv 
Country , (the ſpawn of ſuch Books as 


' theſe) be could T ſay, flurt with as much 


picquantneſs, and railery at Chriſtin 
Religion, as be dpes at the Roman, char 
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ging, Chriſtians with Snperſtitions, Cor- 
ruptions ,, and Difſenſions. What does 
he not ſay againſt theſe words? He 
calls: them « baſe Swegeftion, wherein 
tbere: is no' colour of Truth, ( pag. 
$3: [tte Inſuation: a, Calun- 
ny too groſs, to need any farther An- 
ſwer, (pag. 9.) andthat zr had been bet- 
ter to have called him an Atheiſt in plain 
zerms, p. $. I perceive the man is angry. 
'Tis neccfſary to treat him mildly, that 
he'may come:to himſelf. But withal I 
reſtect, that many do endeavour to ſup- 
ply with Anger, the want of Reaſon, 
and to Hector one with Bravadoes into 
their-opinion, 'whery they cannot draw 
him with Arguments. 

Let us examin in particular what 
he -objets againſt the fore-mentioned 
words, He ſaics That 1 wvery boneſtly ds 
fingnuiſh the Chriftian Religion, and the 
Reman from each other. And ſure, I 
ſhould not deal honeſtly, did I not di- 
ſtinguiſh the Rowan Religion from the 
Ghriſtian, as a Species from the Gene, 
and @5-a part from the whole. For we do 
not deny, b it that there are many vul- 


garly called Chr:ſtians, becauſe they are 
; truly 
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truly Chriftened, and profeſs to believe 


in Chriſt, and acknowledge the Apoſtles 
Creed, although interpreted-in their 
way. Such were Donatiſts, Pelapians, 
Artans, and others, held by us, and 
Proteſtants too, for Hereticks; who are 
never owned to be Rowan Catholicks, 1 
confeſs, I have not learn'd, as yet, fo 
great kindneſs for our Church, as to 
make it the ſame Individual Church, 
(thoſe who do ſo with their own 
Church, let them anſwer for themſelves) 
with an Hereticai, nay with an Idola- 
trous Church. Wherefore 'tis manifeſt, 
that the Chriſtian Religion, taken in the 
aforeſaid ſenſe, does comprehend more 
than the Roman. So that what I intend: 
ed in the forementioned place, was, that 
the way Dr. Se. takes to impugne the 
particular Tenets of the'Roman Church, 
does, if it be of any force, annul the 
common Principles of Chriftzanity, where- 
in all thoſe, who own themſelves to- be 
Chrifttans, do agree + And that this was 
my meaning, any one, who was nof 
reſolved to quibble, might eaſily have 

ſeen. 
In the next place he asks me, pag. 8. 
Q 4 What 


44 ww 
What & this verily believe of mine pround- 
ed upon ? Doubtlcſs the rage my words 
ws him into,did not let him fee whatfol- 

owed. For I{ayed down the Reaſons of 
what before I aflerted, in theſe words, 
For if it be 4 rational way of proceeding, to 
rally together whatever has been objetted by 
the Enemies of a Community, without- ma- 
king mention of the Anſwers given by them, 
or the ſentence pronounced in their favour ; 
and to Father upon the whole Body, the 
miſdemeanours of ſome members, althouzh 
diſowned by the Major part, { which are 
the Artifces uſed by Dr. Se. in his 
works againſt Catholicks) what Com 
munity ts there ſo hely, which may n eaſs- 
ly be traduced ? All this the Dr. very 
handſomly- omits, without ſo much as 
anſwering a word thereunto, -For he is 
too wiſe'to take notice of any thing, 
that may prejudice his deſign; and only 
is picaſed to divert the Reader with im- 
pertinent Queſtions : as whether This 
verily believe of mine be grounded upon 
the Authority of our Church, or rather 
upon ſome Viſion, or Revelation made by 
ſome of our Saints ? Whereas in the fore. 
mentioned words the Motives of--that 
= | ny 
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my belief are clearly:ſet down. The Dr. 
cannot deny, but that among Chriſtians, 
even of- the | Primitive Church, :there 
were committed Inceſt, Simony, 'Adul- 
tery,. and ſeveral other horrid Crimes, 
worſe than thofe, which the very Hea- 
thens did commit ; as may be gathered 
out of the Goſpel, the Acts, and the 
Epiſtles of the Apoſtles; and that there 
were Herekes among them, as that of 
the icolaites. Wherefore, if the miſ- 
demeanours of ſome Members may be 
fathered upon the whole Community, 
although difowned by the Major part, 
this abſurdity would follow, : that the 
Chriſtan Religion, even when it was in 
its Primitive purity, might be called an 
Inceſtuous Simonical, Adulterous, He- 
retical, and a worſe Religion than Pa- 
ganiſme. 

Again, 'tis certain, that many Enor- 
mous things were objected by the Jews 
againſt our Saviour; as he was: @Blaſ- 
phemer, a Seducer, a Drunkard, . and 
that he Preached Sedition 3 and that he 
was poſſeſs'd by the Devil, andthat the 
Religion he founded, was, a ridiculous, 
ſcandalous, and Superſtitious: Religion. 
Now 
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Now ſhould one of a picquant, and ma- 


licious wit, repreſent theſe, and ſeveral 
other blemiſhes, objetedagainſt Chriſt, 

& his Religion; without taking notice of 
theAnſwers given them, nor of the preg» 
nant Argyments, produced in fayour, 
and vindication of Chriſt and his Religi- 
on; what a low opinion, what an aver- 
ſion from Chriſtian Religion, would 
ſuch a- man breed in thofe, who either 
by reaſon of their Education, or upon 
ſome other account were ignorant of 
the true condition of Chriſtian Religt- 


on, and had alteady ſome. prejudice a- 


gainlt it ?. 

\ That: theſe are the Artifices uſed 
by Dr. Still. againſt Roman Catho- 
licks might be evidenced by ſeveral in- 
ttances taken out of his works. One of 
the proofs that he alledges, to evince 
the Roman Church-to be guilty of Fana- 
ciciſme_(Ffor that was his intent )) are 
- the extravagancies of the Alumbragdoe's 


and Fratricells ; 'who were not only dif. 


owned, but condemned by the Prelates 
of the Rowan Church. 
Moreover, he pretends to father up- 


on the Roman Church, the Gan-powaer 
Trea: 
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Treaſon.,, though deteſted by Rowan 
Catholicks ; and without ſo much as ta- 
king notice of the Sentence, that King 
Zames, who was moſt concerned in that - 
plot, gave in Vindication of Catholicks, 
in his own Declaration about it, ſaying, 
T hat the generality of bis Catholick, Sub- 
jets did abhor ſuch a deteſtable Conſpira- 
cy, no leſs than he hinſelf. If ſuch Artifi- 
ces therefore as theſe be warrantable, 
what Community us there ſo holy, (I ſay 
again) which may not eaſily be traduced ? 
Should God permit Dr. St. as certainly 
he may, to declare himſelf. a Jew, or 
an Atheiſt ; he has already laid up good 
ſtore of Arguments, wherewith, accor- 
ding to his manner of proceeding , to 
traduce Chriſtianity ; Fathering upon 
the Chriſtian Religion all the horrible 
ſins, that ever have been committed by 
any Chriſtian whatſoever, Proteſtant or 
Catholick. And if he ſhould want mat- 
ter to fill up his Volumes, as following 
this way of attacking his Adverſary, he 
ſcarce ever can; he may ſuppoſe Chri. 
ſtians either to teach Crimes which they 
do not teach; or what they do teach, to 


be Crimes: Whichis the way he come 
monly 
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monly takes, to oppugne Roman Catho- 
licks. | 

Since therefore the ſame Topicks, 
and Reaſons drawn from them, where- 
with Dr. Sr. endeavours to traduce the 
particular Tenets of the Roman Religi. 
on, may. withour difficulty, be levelled 
againſt the general Principles of Chriſti- 
an Religion; That he has been pleaſed 
ro make uſe of thole Arguments, ra- 
ther againſt the former, than the latter, 
could not proceed out of more Reaſon 
for the one, than for the other; and 
conſequently it proceeded from ſome 
Intereſt, ( which has ſo great an Adſcen- 
dent over the hearts of men ) or. other 
paſſion, that byaſs'd him that way. 
Whence I affirmed, that had the ſame 
paſſion of Intereſt byaſſed him againſt 
Chriſtian Religion, which made him fo 
malicious againſt the Remax, it is very 
credible, that he. would : have ſhewen 
himſelf as pieviſh againſt the one as the 
other. All this I have ſaid to fignifie, 
what it was, that this vers/y believe of 
mine was founded upon. 

In confirmation of what was couched 
in the” forementioned words, I added 

im- 
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immediately, But this Dr. u ſo unforti- 
nate, as well in vindicating the Proteſtant, 
ain attacking the Roman Church, that be 
neither produces any thing in vindication 
of Proteſtancy, but the ſame, or the like, 
may be alledged in defence of Socinianiſme, 
and other Hereſies, condemned as ſuch by 
ProteFtants. [ See the Guide in Contro- 
werſies, Diſcourſe 4. | nor oppoſes any 
thing againftF the Roman Religion ; but 
the ſame, or the like, may be objeited by 
Jews, or Pagans, againſt the Chriſtian | 
which, according to Scripture, us a ſcandal 
zo the former, and a deriſion to the later. 
So that whoever will be pleaſed to reflett ſe- 
rioufly upon his Diſcourſes, he may clearly 
ſee, that his Proofs for Proteftancy will 
aſſoon make one a Socinian, as a Proteſtant; 
and bis objeftions againſt Catholicks will 
aſſoon make one no Chriftian, as no Ca- 
cholick. And what does the Dr. anſwer 
to all this? All tnat he could ; which is 
juſt nothing : not taking ſo much as no- 
tice of the forementioned words : al- 
though they contain two main points ; 
which are proved at large by ſeveral Ca- 
tholick Authors, and do utterly ener- 
vate whatſoever Dr. 6. brings for him- 


ſelf, 


RR Co, 

ſelf, or againſt us: and do. moreover 
force the Dr. himſelf, to ſalve whatever 
he produces againſt Catholicks , if he 
will be a Chriſtian; and to confeſs the 
inanity of whatever he alledges for Pro- 
teftants, as ſuch, if he will not be a So- 
Cinian, 

The firſt point is, that he alledges no- 
thing in defence of Proteſtancy as Pro- 
teſtancy,, which may not be alledged, 
and with the ſame force too, in vindi- 
cation of Socinianiſme, or any other 
Herefie. This point has been diſcuſs'd 
at large by thoſe two famous, and ſolid 
Divines, the Author of Prote/ffancy with- 
ont Principles, and The Guide in Contro- 
verſes, (Diſc. 4. now quoted ) where- 
in is Contained a Plea between a Prote- 
ſtant and a Socinian, And although Dr, 
St. has had at laſt the courage to offer 
at an anſwer to the forementioned 
Books, yet he has not dared to touch 
this point : which is no ſmall confirma- 
tion of the opinion ſome have conceiv- 
ed, that Dr. Se. 1s a Socinian : and yet 
the Church of England looks upon Soci- 
nians as Hereticks. | 
* The fecond point is, That Dr. Se. pro- 
| | duces 
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duces nothing againſt the particular Te- 
nets of the Roman Church, but the ſ:me, 
or the like, may be objected by Jews, 
Turks, Pagans, or Libertins, againſt the 
Common Principles of Chriſtianity: 
Neither is he ignorant; but that ſome 
Pagans look upon our Scriptures as Fa- ' 
bles. no leſs than Dr. St. looks upon 
the Legends of our Saints as ſuch. The 
Jews alſo denyed the New Teſtament ; 
and the Turks make our Scripture to 
truckle onder to their Alcoran, This 
point is ſolidly diſcuſs'd in that erudite 
Book, Reaſon and Religion : and al- 
though the Dr. pretends to anſwer it, 
yet he prudently waves' this point, or 
very flightly touches it; ſpending the 
far greater part of his Anſwer in ſcoffing 
at the Miracles of the Roman Church ; 
even thoſe, which have been authenti- 
cally approved in particular by her in + 
the Canonization of Saints; thinking 
this a fit ſubject for his drolling Wit. 
Yet what he there ſajes concerning this 
Argument, is a new confirmation of this 
our ſecond point, For he objects no- 
thing material againſt the Miracles of 
the Roman Church ; but 'the ſame, or 
JEFTE. the 
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the like, is, or may be objected by-Li- - 
bertins againſt the Miracles of Chriſt, 
the Prophets and: the: Apoſtles; :as.:the - 


ſame Author, in his-late reply does. make 
apparent, | | Þ nd þ 1 v 
Yet the Dr. toſhew us that hejs-a 
Chriſtian,; ſaies ( pag. 8.:) That he has 
made it bis buſineſs to aſſert the Truth. of 
ChriStan' Religion, in 4 (ge Diſcourſe, 
ſeveral years fince, publiſhed by -bim, But 
co this he himſelf anſwers, bringing the 
Example of Varninx, who writ for Pro- 
vidence, when he denied a Deity, pag. 
9. he concludes thus, -1z plain terms, 1 
know bat one way to ſatisfie teh as you are ; 
(but 1 will keep from it as long as [can : )) 
and that ts to goto Rome, and to be burn'd 
for my Faith :- For that is the kindneſs there 
ſhewed to thoſe, who contend. for the purity 
of Chriſtian Religion, againſt the Corrup- 
tions of the Roman. But the Dr. muſt 
pardon me, if I tell him plainly, that I 
cannot believe, he would ever be burn'd 
for defending the particular Tenets of 
the Proteſtant Church, ſince he. himſelf 
affirms, in his Rational Account , pag. 
54, 55-. That ſuch T enets are neither Ar- 
ticles of Faith, uor neceſſary tobe. #elieven, 
ether 


LIMI 


% 
—— MW. amm__ amd..80 


_— 
either neceſſitate medij, or przzeepti: no * 
Legacies of Christ, or bis Apoſtles; but 
only inferionr Truths, and meer pious 0pi- 
180ns;” which no body ts bound to believe; 
Nay we cannot be ſecure, that the Dr. 
does afſent to them ; but perhaps in his 
heart he holds the contrary Doctrines. 
For, according to his Cavils about the in- 
tention of the Prieſt, one can have no ſe- 
curity of the intention, or thoughts of 0- 
ther men. And why ſhould I think, that 
Dr. St, does love ſo little his own life, 
as to be burn'd for the defence of ſuch 
Tenets, which, according to his own 
Principles, he is not bound to aſſent un- 
to; and perhaps, in his heart, for ought 
I know, be does not believe them ro be 
true. Certain it is, that ſhould he be 
burn'd for them, he would not be burn'd 
for his Faith, nor be a Martyr upon 
that account : ſince even in his own 0- 
pinion, they are not Articles of Faith. 
Moreover, ſhould Dr. Sz. be burn'd 
at Rome for contradicting, or oppoſing * 
the Religion there eſtabliſhed, he wovld . 
| beburn'd as a MalefaCtour, even accor- 
ding toi his own Churches Principles; 
For it is the DoCtrine of the Engliſh 
j R . Church, 


Church , that all Soveraign Temporal 
Pronces, at leaſt ſuch as. are Chriſtians, 
are SupreanmHeads of the Churcbin their 
reſpective Dominions s and conſequent- 
ly,.that all are bound, as long as: they 
are in ſuch Dominions, not to contra» 
dict, nor oppoſe the Religion there cſta- 
bliſbed by the Supream Prince. Since 
therefore Proteſtants confeſs the Pope 
ro be Supream Temporal Prince of 
Rome, and its adjacent Territories, and 
accordingly to be Supream Head of the 
Church im thoſe places, ſecing they own 
him to be a true Chriſtian Prince, 
(though they will needs have him to be 
Antichriſt ) it manifeſtly follows, that 
even according to Proteſtant Principles, 
f Dr. $:. ſhould be puniſhed at Rome 
for oppoſing the Religion there eſtabli. 
ſhed, and for drawing from it the Popes 
Subjects, he would ſuffer as a Male- 
factour. | 

Beftdes, how civil Rome has ſhewen 
ber ſelf to ſeveral Engliſh Proteſtants, 
perſons of Quality, who have gone thi- 
ther to view the Curioſities of the City, 
they themſelves, many of them being 
yet alive, can witneſs : and from ſuch 
| inſtan- 
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inſtances the world may judge, whethet 
Rom? has not been kinder to Engliſh 
Proteſtants, than London to Italian Pa- 
piſts. Yea, if Dr. Sz. has ſo much zeal, 
as fo be burn'd for his Religion, 'tis' not 
neceſſary 'for him t6 'go ſo far as Rome, 
They may do him that kindneſs here in 
England ; where ' ſeveral have been 
burn'd for Socinians, fince Proteſtancy 
came 1n, In fine, we may ſecure Dr. Sz. 
that ſhould he perſiſt at Rome, to grant 
ſuch palpable Contradictions , as we 
have ſhewen. he does, he would never 
be burn'd there for his Religion : yetT 
would not ſecure him, that in ſuch a 


' cafe he ſhould not be ſhaved, and ſenc 


to 'the Pazzarells, as happened ſome 
years agoe to Three Engliſh Quakers: 
who having gone to Rome to Convert 
the Pope, as they ſaid, and Preaching 
in the publick Streets in a forreign Lan- 
guage, ( it ſeems they had not yet the 
Gift of Tongues) were look'd upon as 
Madmen, and accordingly committed 
to Bedlam, Yet ſoon after, information - 
being givenin by ſome of our Nation, 


what manner of people they were, they 
were preſently ſet at liberty ; and they 


R 2 offered 


offered to ſupply. them with Moneyes ; 
which they .zefuſed.; Whether, Dr, $t. 
would imitate them in this, I know not. 
The Dr. in his. ſecond Diſcourſe; in 
the Dedicatory to the Earl of Shafesbu- 
13, ſaics, That if he once loſes bis Senſes, or 
bis Underftanding, that is, if he: once 
falls mad, he knows not whether it may: be 
his Fortune to be carried to Rome, But 
fear not, Dr. you will certainly belef 
in London, to go about the Strects rant- 
ing at Popery, and Popiſh Idolarry; 
(For commonly Madmen harp upon 
thoſe things, which made them run 
mad ) or Singing the Catholick, Ballad, 
or. ſome ſuch other, to Tom a Bedlams 
Tune: and it will not be hard for the 
Dr. to ſay them without Book. For, as 
one aftirmed, as truly as ingeniouſly, all 
ſuch Ballads, which have been lately 
publiſhed, are nothing elſe but Dr. Sc. 
put in Rhime. And the Dr. would do 
thea quite as much good , by finging 
fuch Ballads againſt Popery, as he has 
done hitherto by Preaching the like 
things againſ it. Dr. Sz. 's Works were 
heretofore look'd upon as Play-Books, 
as [.have already Iafinuated. But now 
- if 
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it, ſeems, - they have. degenetated inte 
Ballads. He is reſolved (I fee) out of his 
exceeding great Charity , and Compli- 
ance, to oblige all ſorts of Merry Wits. 
Neither do I blame the Dr. for what 
hehas Writ in defence of Chriſtian Re» 
ligion: yet I muſt tell him, that none 
court one more, than ſuch as are ſecret- 
ly.contriving his Ruine, What I blame 
iahim is, That with the ObjeQions he 
makes againſt the Roar Catholick Re- 
ligion, he deſtroys Chriſtian Religion, 
which before he had. vindicated ; and 
pulls down with one hand, what he had 
ſet up with the other: .and I have evi- 
denced already, that it is not enough for 
a Chriſtian, to aſſent unto all the poſt 
tive Tenets of Chriſtianity, but 'tis alſs 
neceſſary not to. teach. any thing des 
ructive to any of them. Cay bal 
But the Dr. retorts. the Argument; 
and wilkneeds have us to deftroy Chri- 
fianity. with our manner of proceeding, 
( pag. 9. ) and that: we cannot mamtain 
the cauſe we have eſpouſed, without plung- 
41g thoſe, who relie upon our word, into 
the depth of Atheiſme. He conceives 
{ forſeoth ) a great fear ( alas, good 
bi man ! } 
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Forte that 'ſome-; being preſs'd-: by 


our A7guments; will rather become no 


Chriſtians, or tura flat Atheiſts, than Ro- 


man Catholicks. Suchis the hatred; and 
- prejudice . they have againſt the Roman 
Church. | 

The inanity of this ObjeXtion has 
hen laid open above: it is grounded 
upon this pitiful Principle, - That-we 
ought not to preſs men, out of good and folid 
AMaxims, which-they themſelves aſſent un 
to, to prove what we pretend, leaſt .( per- 
haps )- rather than they will grant what we 
endeavour to prove , they will demie thoſe 
common Pranciples, wherein they agreed 
with us : and by.conſequence makethe 
gap, -and. difference between vs wider, 
If. Chriſtian: Religion be fo beautiful, 
ſolid, and incorrupt, as certainly it is; 
and the Roman Religion ſo Superſtittous, 
Jdolatrous, & Ridiculous as he fancies it 
to be, ſure they areas different one from 
the other, . as black from white, And 
what fear can there be, that men ever 
take white for black, or black for white; 
unleſs: he ſuppoſes thoſe, with whom he 
deals, to have quite loſt their ſenſes, 


a: underſtandings ; yea to compare 
them 
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them together, if they\be ſo different, 
is the beſt way, to make» the :Beapty, of, 
the one, and the lll favouredneſs.of the. 
other; appear the greater, according to 
that Maxime, Oppoſita juxtaſe poſta mas 
ga eluceſcunt. So that. Dr. St, and his Aſ- 
ſociates, do evidence. te the world,-ei- 
| ther that they havea very low opinion 
of Chriſtian Religion, even when it was 
in its. greateſt purity ;-fince they think 
it ſo hard, that - being faced with the 
Roman Religion, (which ſeems to them 
to be ſo full of Corruptions, Superſtiti- 
ons, and abominations.} the. one may 
be diſtinguiſhed from the; other :+.0r 
that the Roman Religion is not ſo. ridi» 
culous, and ill-favoured, as. they re- 
preſent it to be; fince- it is ſo like the 
Chriſtian Religion, even' in its greateſt 
Purity, 'that being compared together, 
'ris extream difficult to. know which is 
which; and that by ſuch a parallel men 
are.incited , either to embrace them 
both, or reject them both, : 
The Dr. goes yet farther; and en. 
deavouring to ſupply. with counterfeir- 
ed zeal the difficiency of true, and ſolid 
reaſons, puts down theſe words, : pag. 
R 4 II, 
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11 1 wonld fain know of theſe men, whey 
ther they do in earneſt make no difference 
between the Writings of ſuch as Morher 
Juliana, and the: Books of Scripture ;-be- 
eween the Revelations of Sr. Bridgit,” Se. 
Catherin, &c- and thoſe of. the Prophets ; 
between the altions of St. Francis, and 
Ignatius Loyola, a#d theſe of the" Apc- 
files? uf they do not, I know who they ave, 
that expoſe our Religion to purpoſe." If they 
ao make a difference, bow can the 'yepre- 
ſenting their Viſions, and prattiſes "rot 
diſhonour upon the other, ſo infinitely abovi 
them, ſo much more certainly corveighed 
down to ws, with the conſent of the whole 
Chriſtian world ? 07 3h 
In anſwer to this Objection, I would 
fain know of the Dr. whether he does 
in carneſt, make no difference between 
a Door, a Vine, a Worm, a Eamb, a 
Shepheard, &c; and Chriſt, our Savi- 
our? -If he does nor, then Chrift is no 
better than a 'Doox, a Vine, a Worm, 
a Lamb, a Shepheard ; which to affirm, 
is Blaſphemy ; if he makes a difference, 
how does the Scripture compare Chriſt 
to _ ſo infinitely beneath him? 
Now if, he ſaies, that theſe things, 
L | though 
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though infinitely beneath Chriſt; yet 'in 
ſome of their. Properties may reſemble 
him, and. his. virtues; and -upon that 
account :he:. is compared wvnto them, 

- without any: blemiſh, or reflexion up- 
on his honour; why might not we, 

"without refleCting any diſhonour upon 
Chriſt, ſay, that Saint Francis, Saint 
Ignatize, and other Canonized Saints of 
the Roman Church, doin their Virtues, 
Miracles, and Practiſes, reſemble thoſe 
of Chrift, and his Apoſtles, though in- 
finitely abave them? 

Befides, 'tis: manifeſt;; that Chriſt, 
| and his. works, as being an infinite va- 
lue, derived from the dignity of the 
perſon, were-far more above the Apo- 
ſtles, and their works, than thoſe were 
above the particular Saints of the Ro- 
man Church, and their praQtices: not- 
withſtanding we have the ſame Induce- 
ments, and :Topicks, to .-believe | the 
matters of -Fact, of the Apoſtles and 
Prophets, as thoſe of Chrift, though 
ſo far beyond them: and whoever 
thould deny the former, without doubs 
he would open a way to deny the latter. 
Although therefore the practiſes, and 

Reve- 
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Revelations of the particular Saints of 
the *Roman Churchbe, in' ſeveral Cir- 
cumftances inferiour to thoſe of the Apo- 
ftles, and*Prophets ; 'yet there may be 
the' fame Motives, and' Inducements, 
( we ſpeak antecedently to. Scripture, 
taken as the word of God, -as when we 
prove againſt. Pagans the Miracles of 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles )' to' believe the 
one as the other : So that ſhould one de- 
ny the Virtues, Revelations, and Practi- 
ſes, conſtantly related, and' believed, 
concerning the Rowan Saints, and ap- 
proved by our Church, ( for of ſuch 
Virtues, Revelations, and Practiſes we 
ſpeak inthis preſent: debare ) he would, 
doubtleſs, give a great occaſion to Pa- 
gans, to-deny, or queſtion, the Virtues, 
Revelations, and Practiſes of the Apo- 
ſtles, : and Prophets. The reaſon is, be- 
cauſe the ſame Motives, Inducements, 
and Topicks, may ſerve for the bclief of 
things very different one from-another; 
whichis what I pretended : and if they 
are of no force in the one, neither are 
they 1n the other. Yet one would think, 


thar the” harder the thing is, and the 


more ſublime, the ſtronger Inducements 
are 
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are requiſite to believe it. So that, if 
the unanimous conſent of ſo many lear- 
ned, and pious men is not ſufficient ro 
induce a Proteſtant to believe the praQti- 
ſes, -and tranſactions of St. Benner, St. 
Dominick, St. Francis, and St. Ionating, 
handed down by ſo'general a Tradition, 
and of a far freiher date, how ſhall the 
like conſent be ſufficient tro induce Pa- 
gans, 'to believe the works of Chrift, 
arid his Apoſtles, far more wonderful, 
and of a ftaler- date? For commonly, 
matters of Fact of a freſh date are more 
ealily prov'd; and believed, than of a 
ſtaler. The difference therefore incul- 
cated by Dr. Se, between Chriſt and his 
Apoſtles on the-ene ſide, and the proper 
Saints of the Roman Church on the o- 
ther, and the Superminency of the for- 
mer above the latter, is ſo far from di- 
miniſhing the force of our Argument, 
that it rather increaſes it. 

Again, Dr. Se. and his Partizans, 
commonly defend, that the certainty 
we have, that ſuch Books are Scripture, 
and that they were penned by ſuch Wri- 
ters, whoſe names are prefixed unto 


them, is: of the ſame nature with the 
CEt- 
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certainty, that we have,that ſuch Books 
were written by Titus Livins, or Plus 
rarch, which arc unanimouſly affented 
unto, as Titus Livins, or Plutarch's 
Works: . and the certainty we have, 
that there have been ſuck men as Chriſt, 
his Apoſtles, and that they did ſuch and 
ſuch things, which are. commonly aſcri- 
bed unto them, with the certainty we 
have, that there have been in the world 
ſuch men, as William the Conqueronr, 
Zulius Ceſar, and Henry the Eighth, and 
that they have done ſuch things, as una- 
nimouſly are attributed unto them. So 
that whoever ſhould deny all ſuch mcer 
Humane Hiftories, would be in a fair 
way to deny, that ever there have been 
ſuch men as-Chrift, and his Apoſtles; or 
 thar they have done ſuch things, which 

Chriſtians unanimouſly aferibe unt 

them. | 
This Doctrine ſuppoſed, .( whether 
tre or falſe I do not now diſpute I 
would once more fain know of the Dr. 
whether he does in earneft make no diffe- 
renceberween the Books of Scripture, and 
che Books of Livy, aud Plutarch; be 
tween Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and thcir 
Practiſes, 
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Pratiſes , and William the Conquer- 
our, Julius Caſar , Henry the, Eighth, 
Practiſes ? if not, then we know who they 
are, that expoſe Chriſtian Religion to pur- 


poſe : if he does make a difference, how 


does he make this Parallel; | between 
things, ſo far eſtranged the one from the 
other ? and if he ſaies, the Parallel he 
makes is not between the perſons, or 
things themſelves, but between the cer- 
tainty of the one and the other z ( and 
there may be, without doubt, the ſame 
kind of certainty concerning things very 
different ) let him apply to the ſame an> 
ſwer to his Argument made againſt us, 
and he will ſee, how it comes to nothing, 
For what we pretend, 1s, that there is 
the ſame, or the” like - certainty, the 
ſame, or the like motives, and induce- 
ments ( we ſpeak here antecedently to 
Scripture held to be the word of God ;. for 
ſuch it ts not held to be by Pagans ) to 
believe, that there have been ſuch men, 
as St. Bennet, St. Dominick, St, Francis, 
St, Jonatizs, and that they have done 
ſuch things, as are unanimouſly attribu- 
ted unto them by Roman Catholicks, 
without any heſitation, as that there 


have 
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- havebcen ſuch men as Chriſt and iis A- 
poſtſes ; and that they. have done ſuch 
things as:are -univerſally- aſcribed unto 
them by Chriſtians, So that whoever 
ſhould deny, that there was ever ſuch a 
man as St. Benner, or that he (ever foun- 
ded any Order of Religious men, he 
might feaſily in. the like manner - be 
bropght roqueſtion, or deny, that there 
ever was. any ſuchj man. as Chriſt, or 
that he ever founded Chriſtian Religion: 
there being the ſame, or the like evi- 
dence for the one, as for the other, ante- 
cedently : to Scripture owned - as the 
Word of God ; viz. a conſtant Tradi- 
tion of men ; although Chriſt, and Chri- 
ſtian Religion be far above St. Benner, 
and his Order. 

I do not deny, but that there is a 
more Univerſal Tradition for the Mira - 
cles, and Tranſactions of Chriſt and his 
Apoſtles, than for the particular Actions 
and Miracles, of the forementioned Ro- 
man Saints. But what then? may there 
not be. ſeveral degrees in' the ſame 
kind of. certainty? Proteſtants aver, 
as we have ſeen , that there is the ſame 
kind of certainty, and evidence, againft 
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a Pagan for the Miracles of Chrift, as 
for the Actions of Alexander the Grear; 
and 7alins Ceſar, though theſe are at- 
tended 7 05 by a more Univerſal Tra- 
dition ; ſince, Jews and Pagans, who 
deny Chrifts Miracles, aſſent unto the 
AQtions of Alexander the Great, and 
Fulius Ceſar: and yet both we, and |, 

Proteſtants affirm, that they may as well 

deny, or queſtion the one as the other. 
Moreover, there is Tradition enough 
to induce a Moral certainty for all, and 
every Book of the Scripture: and yet 
doubrleſs there is a more general Tradi- 
tion for ſome Books of Scripture, than 
for others ; for the Old Teſtament, than 
for the New ; and for ſome parts of the 
New, than for others. In the like man- 
ner, though the Tradition for Chriſts, 
and his Apoſtles Miracles, be more ge- 
neral,than for the Miracles of the above- 
menttoned Rowan Saints, approved of 
by our Church; yet the Tradition for 
theſe is ſo general, that it renders them 
Morally certain : ſo that whoever pro- 
ceeds rationally, upon the account oft 
Humane Tradition, will cither allow 
both, or neither. Let's ſuppoſe , that 
| - mere 
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thete are in the world a hundred Milli- 
ons of Chriſtians; and that threeſcore 
Millions of them are Rowan Catholicks: 
For even Proteſtants confeſs, that Ro. 
man Catholicks alone make up the Ma- 
jor part of Chriſtendome: Now whoe- 
ver has the confidence to deny the Mira- 
cles of St. Benner, though aflented unto 
by ſo many Millions of Roman Catho> 
licks, and for the ſpace of above a Thou- 
ſand years, he would not ſtick, ſhould 
the like paſſion carry him that way, to 
queſtion the Miracles of Chrift, and his 
Apoſtles , though agreed on by the 
whole Body of Chriſtians, and for the 
ſpace of above a Thouſand, and fix 
Hundred years. Can we imagin, that 
any prudent man does now believe the 
Miracles of Chriſt, becauſe there is ſuch 
a preciſe number in the world ( and no 
lefſer ) of Chriſtians, who affent unto 
them, or rather becauſe there is a 
vaſt number of Chriſtiags, that unani- 
mouſly aſſert them ? and certainly the 
number of Catholicks alone .is a vaſt 
number. Or would it not be a madneſs 
for one to ſay, That were there no more 
Chriſtians in the world, to — the 
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Miracles of Chriſt, than there are Ro» 
»an Catholicks, he would not -think 
himſelf obliged to believe them upon ac> 
count of Tradition, and conſent in their 
favour : when as 'tis certain, there was 
a time, when there were no. more Chri- 
ſtians in the world, than now there are 


Roman Catholicks': and yet even then, 


doubtleſs, there was Tradition , and 
Conſent, ſufficient to render the Mira- 
cles of Chriſt, and his Apoſtles unque- 
ſtionable. . 

And thus far concerning the Parallel 
between the Miracles, and Practiſes of 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and thoſe of Ro- 
man Canonized Saints: ſuppoling- the 
Actions of the latter to- be inferiour 
( as really they are in ſeveral Circam- 
ances ) to thoſe of the former. Yet 
our Saviour expreſsly ſaies, Fohr 14. 12. 
1 ſay unto you, He that believes in me, the 
works that I do, he ſhall ao; and greater 
works than theſe ſhall he do : which words, 
even according to Calvin, and other 
Series, extend not only to the Apo- 
ſtles, but alſo to the whole Body of the 
Church in ſucceeding Ages. So-that, not 


only the Miracles, and practiſes of the 
S Apo- 
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Apoſtles, but alſo thoſe of modern Saints 
of the Roman Church, conſidered in 
themſelves, are as great, or greater, 
than thoſe of Chriſt. Did Chriſt do Mi- 
racles, raiſing the Dead, caſting out 
Devils, curing ſuddenly the Lame, the 
' Deaf, the Dumb, and others infected 
with incurable Diſeaſes ? So did the A- 
poſtles, and ſeveral Apoſtolical men of 
the Rowan Church, Did Chriſt Foretel 
things to come? So did the Apoflles, 
and Roman Saints, Did Chriſt Convert 
many with his Preaching? So did the 
- Apoſtles, and ſeveral Saints of the Ro- 
_ man Church, Was Chriſt a Pattern of 
Charity, Humility, Patience, and all 
other Virtues ? The Apoſtles, and ma- 
ny famous Roman Saints have imitated 
his Virtues: Notwithſtanding what 
Chriſt did, hedidit by his own power, 
being Omnipotent; but what the Apo- 
i{tles, and other Apoſtolical men did in 
this kind, they did it by the vertue, and 
power Chriſt liberally conferred upon 
them. And therefore Chriſt was the 
Principal Agent of all ſuch works. 
' Now let any one judge, whether the 


Parallel between the Inducements we 


have 
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have to be Chriftians, and'thoſe, which 
we have to be Catholicks z and the cer- 
taipty of both, antecedently to Scripture 
owned as the word of God, be ſo unreaſon- 
able, as that only with an Admiration 
or two, Dr, St. could prudently think to 
blow it off, Wherefore } repeat what'I 
have already ſaid, That the Drs. Ob- 
zections againſt Rowen Catholicks 'will 
aſſoon make one no Chriſtian, as no Caz 
tholick. | | | I 
And as for ſeveral Extravagant, ab- 
ſtruſe, and myſtical expreſſions, he al- 
ledges out of the Revelations, and'Vi- 
| fhons of Canonized Saints:'of the Roman 
Church, branding them for Fanaticiſme, 
the Dr. might, as 3 infinuated in my - 
Book, produce out of the Revelations of 
St. ZFobn, and the Canticles, ( which vp? 
on this account are daſh'd outof the Ca- 
non of Scriptures by ſome Proteſtants ) 
quite as ſtrange, and extraordinary ex- 
preſſions, and Practiſes. But Dr. St. is 
of thoſe men, who whatever they under- 
ſtand not, they Blaſpheme 4 and heis as 
unacquainted with ' myſtical Divinity, 
as with other Faculties; which he has a 
greater abligation to know, ' Now if the 
1} | S 2 Cam- 


Canticles, and: Apocalypſe are ſufficiently 
cleared from F anaticiſme, notwithſtand- 
ing ſo, many ftrange; and abſtruſe ex- 
prefſions they continue, becauſe they 
are approved of -by the greateſt part 'of 
Chriſtians : alſo the Revelations of St. 
Briagit,'St. Catherine, and St. Tereſa, are 
cleared from the like Aſperſion, Becauſe 
they -are countenanced by the” ajor 
part of Chriſtendome, vsz. the Roman 
Catholick Church : which , according 
to Dr. Se. 's conceſſion is a True Church, 
And ſure the approbation of a True 
Church, and ſo much extended, as the 
Roman Church is, is ſufficient to excuſe 
particular waies of Devotions, and par- 
ticular Revelations from-the imputation 
of Fanaticiſmez which neceſſarily im- 
” Plies a Reſiſtance againſt all Lawful, 
and competent Authority. 

Neither did T ever a{tirm in my Book, 
as Dr. St. groſsly miſtakes me, That 
Divine Authority, manifeſted by Mira. 
cles, is not ſufficient, to clear particular 
manners, of preaching or Praying, from 
Fanaticiſme; as it happened to the Pro. 
phets, and Apoſtles, as I ſhewed above. 
Fea my Third Propoſition, peg. 9. _ 

ES : That 
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WE... —"ERTE — I 
That the Aatbority competent { and by a 
competent Authority I underfiand} a 
Lawful Authority) to clear particular 
waies, and prabtiſes, from Fanaticiſme, 
is not neceſſarily Divine ; as I proye there, 
with ſeveral inſtances.” And certainly, 
Thoſe words «clearly ſignifie, that I 
thought, the forementioned Authority 
might be Divine, But ſuch are the Arts 
Dr. St. uſes, in anſwering his Adverſa- 
ries. He-miſtakes ſome places; he takes 
no notice of others; and he blunders o- 
ver others: and it is a great wonder, 
how frequently he makes uſe of theſe 
Artifices, in the Examination ' of my 
Book, though ſo ſhort. | 

T ſhall cloſe up the whole Diſcourſe, 
with an addreſs to Dr. St. 's Friends, 
( perhaps I ſhall have betterluck with 
them, than I have had witk the Dr. him- 
ſelf, in the favours I requeſted at: his' 
hands ) entreating them, 

Firſt, That as they tender the Honor 
of our Nation, ( wherein Dr, Sr. bears 
ſo great a ſway ) and the Credit of that 
famovs Univerſity, whereof he is a 
Member, they would find out one way 
or other, to purge his brains from this 

| peſtilent 
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78) 
elf-contradiftion z 
- which infects all his Works, .in. ſuch a 
manner, that ithey ſeem: to- be. nothing 
elſe, but ſo many. Bundles of notorious 
Contradictions. This -pracedyre of Dr. 
Stris a ſhrewd conjeRure; that the Re- 
port which, goes aboilt, is. true, wiz, 
That Dr, $:. had (only, the. Henving of 
thoſe Books, which he_ has Jet forth; 
and that the: Matter, was; ſuppeditated 
unto .him from: ſeveral Authors; who. 
were wiſer;than 'to publiſh ſuch things 
themſelves; and the good Dr. without 
ever conſidering the coherency. of one 
thing with another, huddles all cogether, 
drefſes it with Drollery; Flurts, and 
Gawdy Expreſſions, and then preſents 
it to publick View. For it ſeems impoſſi. 
ble, that.one Author, if he has. an eye 
to what he writes, ſhould commit ſuch 
palpable: Contradiftions ; whereas 'tis 
no wonder, ; that different Authors 
ſhoud ContradiQt one another. 

Secondly.,- That ſince the: Dr. as it 
ſcems miſpent the time .that he ſhould 
have: employed in learning Logick, in 
the peruſal of Play.books, and Roman- 


ces'z they would procure fame Yaivet- 


(279) | 
fity-man to teach him the Rules of Rati-' 
onal Diſcourſes. For it is a great affront 
for a Dr. of Divinity, to be ſo deficient, - 
as we have proved him to be, even in 
the very Rudiments of Rationality : and 
if the Dr, ſaies, that 7 # too late for bins 


_ polearn ſuch things, then they may per- 


ſwade him to leave off Writing, Yea, 
who forced him to begin, when he knew 
himſelf unacquainted with ſo neceſſary a 
Faculty, for ſuch as write Polemical Di- 
ſcourſes ? Has not the Church of Eng- 
land other men, who underſtand the 
Rules of Logick, able to write in Vindi- 
cation of Proteſtancy ? 

Thirdly, That they would abtain of 


the Dr. if he be yet reſolved to write 


moreBooks of Controverſies,to lay aſide 
Railery, unleſs he pretends to be,not the 
Champion, but the Buffoon, of the Pro- 
teſtant Church. Let him try whether he 
be not able to write ſomething, which 
though deveſted of all choſe little Arrs, 
he has hitherto made uſe of to ſet of his 
Works, may deſerve,not to lie upon the 
Stalls to be beſpatter'd with the dirt of 
Coach-wheels, and to be ſold off atlaſt 
for waſt-poper. 

FINIS. 


